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CHAPTER I 



INTRODUCTION 



Although the pre-war British Navy was probably the 
world's best documented, there has been remarkably little 
written since V/orld War II diagnosing its continually evolving 
role. Certainly there has been a great deal published describ- 
ing the technical aspects of its ships, weapons and tactical 
doctrines. However, the few commentaries on the Royal Navy's 
place in the overall defense picture have largely confined 
themselves to a particular point in time or to a limited area 
of investigation.^ 

This can perhaps be explained by referring very quickly 
to some of the traumatic changes which have occurred in the 
British defense establishment over the last few years. The 
Royal Navy is no longer "second to none" among the world's 
navies, and in turn has abdicated the pre-eminent position 
which it held for so many decades in the British scheme of 
national strategy. The traditional task of defending the home 
islands from attack and protecting the links of Empire which 
once were the primary responsibility of the Royal Navy are now 
shared with the British Army and the Royal Air Force. As a 
result there has been an increasing tendency to treat British 
defense policy as a whole rather than as the sum of individual 
naval, air and army policies. At the same time the rapid march 
of technology has thrown the art of war into disarray. The 
most significant defense dispute in post-war Britain has 
revolved around nuclear weapons and served to a large extent 
to thrust into the background such lesser matters as purely 
naval strategy. In short events have combined to reduce the 
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time, effort and attention devoted specifically to British 
naval problems. 

Nevertheless, It remains a fruitful topic for study. 
Along with practically every other element of British life the 
Navy has undergone some agonizing changes In adjusting to the 
realities of the mid-twentieth century. For the first decade 
after V/orld V/ar II the Navy's professional and political leaders 
were beset with a host of unforeseen problems - economic, tech- 
nical, and International - v;hlch upset the traditional modes 
of thinking and which left the Admiralty searching for new 
concepts, rationales, and guldeposts. This was a particularly 
trying period for the senior Service and at times there were 
doubts even among career officers as to whether the Navy had 
any significant role to play In the nuclear age. It Is not 
only the story of physical responses but of complex psycho- 
logical reactions as the Navy's leaders adjust to the new 
facts of life. Most of them were products of the pre-war era 
and were thoroughly Indoctrinated with the Nelsonian traditions 
of British greatness and the Fleet's Invincibility. To say the 
least It was difficult for these men to acknowledge the new 
order of things. Predictably this has been an Important factor 
In the post-war policy process. 

Gradually, however, the bl -polar nuclear stalemate 
and a precarious domestic economy made It clear to the British 
that they could no longer act with the freedom of old. Con- 
currently they came to the realization that Britain must act 
In partnership with the rest of the "free world" and that Its 
traditional role must be scaled down ’ correspondingly . For the 
Royal Navy this meant that the Fleet could no longer be expected 
to "rule the seas" or to secure the Empire's communications 
lines. These global tasks would have to be shared with allies. 
On the other hand Britain still had overseas responsibilities, 
and It was here that the Fleet could make a unique contribution. 
Under the sheltering umbrella of the "balance of terror" the 
greatest threat to peace and order has become the "brush fire" 
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or "local" vrar which threatens to escalate into major conflict. 
Mobile naval forces which can project air and land forces 
quickly to the scene are admirably suited to such operations 
and allow Britain still to play a meaningful role in the 
troubled areas of the Middle and Far East. 

In addition to its important duties as a limited war 
force, the Royal Navy is now in the process of taking over the 
prime responsibility for Britain's nuclear deterrent. Ballistic 
missiles are in the process of replacing manned aircraft as the 
delivery agent for strategic weapons, and nuclear submarines 
have proved to be an ideal launching platform for such missiles. 
The Admiralty is presently in the process of constructing a 
small number of Polaris submarines which will by 1970 form the 
nation's nuclear deterrent force. 

Today the Royal Wavy is still the third largest in the 
v/orld and it has over 140 men-“Of-v;ar actively deployed in 
every ocean. It boasts over 100,000 officers and men and a 
supporting establishment of over 140,000 civilians. Its Fleet 
is one of the main contributors to the naval forces of the 
Western Alliance and plays a major part in the continuing 
struggle for a more stable v;orld order. After a prolonged 
period of decline, confusion and doubt the Admiralty has suc- 
ceeded in defining a significant role for Britain's seagoing 
forces under dramatically altered and still changing conditions. 

This investigation is concerned primarily v/ith this 
search for a new role - in short, with the making of British 
naval policy. It is not a history of the Royal Navy since 
World War II. It is rather an attempt to delineate the major 
themes of naval policy, to discover the influences ivrhich have 
shaped them, to portray the physical result, and to suggest some 
of the mors significant lessons of that experience. Hopefully 
a careful study of naval policy will offer several rewards: 

( 1 ) Most important it should give the reader a clearer 
understanding of what the policy was since 1945 and of how 
it has been translated into hardvrare and force levels. 



4 

Policies are not always accurately reflected in public 
declarations and documents. One has to look behind the 
public facade and to flesh out the picture with less 
obvious evidence which is nevertheless important and reveal- 
ing. Sometimes research uncovers nothing to disaffirm the 
official public image, but until the search is carried out 
it is impossible to draw firm conclusions with any certitude. 

(2) In addition this is an investigation of the inter- 
action between governmental decision-makers which resulted 
in naval policy. In this regard it should offer the reader 
a fuller understanding of why Individual steps were taken 
and how various political pressures combine to shape the 
policy product. Hopefully, it will explain to the practic- 
ing American naval officer why the Royal Navy responds the 
way it does and why it often reacts differently than the 
U. S. Navy in similar circumstances. The writer is a 
career naval officer, well aware that even as close as 
the American Navy and Royal Navy have been in thought and 
action, they exhibit different perspectives and many 
mutually misunderstood images and doctrines. Hopefully, 
this study may clear away some of this confusion and 
muddle. 

( 5 ) On a more general level this investigation is 
intended to offer the political analyst some empirical data 
against which to test general hypotheses regarding the British 
political system. This study of necessity is concerned with 
decision-making groups within the British Government and 
their relationships with each other. To diagnose the for- 
mation of naval policy is to examine the political process 
in action. This policy-making exhibits the familiar tech- 
niques - persuasion, bargaining and negotiation. Such a 
study inevitably offers opportunities for asking and 
answering important questions about the British system in 
general. Vf'hat groups have influenced naval policy? \\Tiat 
techniques are used and how successful are they? Are 
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administrative arrangements important in determining 
policy? What part does inertia and routine play in one 
department's relationships with another? These, of course, 
are only a few of the analytical questions which such a 
review might facilitate ansv^erlng with regard to one organ- 
ization's experience within the larger milieu of parlia- 
mentary government. This study will attempt to examine the 
Royal Navy's experience in this context and to draw some 
conclusions of more general relevance for political science. 

(4) In the same vein an investigation of the Royal Navy 
during this period is also a partial examination of a great 
nation's reaction when its ability to manipulate the inter- 
national environment is declining. Since Vforld War II 
Great Britain has been beset with economic, technical and 
diplomatic difficulties which have steadily undermined its 
political potential in the society of nations. The Govern- 
ment has had to make painful adjustments in order to cope 
with these unwelcome problems. One of the most important 
aspects of this process has been its military policy. 

There has been too little analysis of the process of 
decline, and it is hoped that a close look at the evolution 
of British naval policy will in some measure fill in one 
small portion of this pattern. 

(5) The last objective is strictly a practical one. 

It is extremely easy to find parallels between British and 
American experience and nowhere is this more true than in 
a study of military policy. Even more vital the examiner 
inevitably notes problems which have confronted Her 
Majesty's Government and which may very well in the near 
future plague American planners. For example both the 
English and American defense establishments exhibit the 
phenomenon of heavy commitments and limited resources. 
British experience may well have relevance for American 
planners and perhaps can offer them some helpful guidlines 
in meeting their own problems. This study will examine the 
Royal Navy's post-war evolution in this spirit. 
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It Is appropriate at this point to say something about 
the methods employed in this study. The best evidence for this 
type of investigation would be such material as minutes of 
Defense Committee or Board of Admiralty meetings, memoranda or 
instructions by Ministers or Chiefs of Staff, and staff studies 
on which their considerations were based. There are, of course, 
severe restrictions on the use of such documents, and hence on 
the study of the interior processes of the British government 

3 

for any recent period.-^ Many of the most pertinent documents 
carry a security classification that prevents their use in an 
open study. 

This limitation manifestly enhances the opportunity for 

error. One cannot estimate the degree of distortion without 

4 

access to the secret archives of the British government. 
Nevertheless, this writer believes that the importance of the 
subject justifies a contemporary effort with materials avail- 
able. Certainly a more definitive history will be welcome when 
it is practical to produce one, but no one can deny that fifty 
years hence the data will have lost much of its significance for 
the practicing military officer and politician. Effort has been 
made to reduce error by confining the study to general policy 
matters and by buttressing published information with personal 
Interviews. 

At this point it would be v;ise to describe briefly the 
writer's reasoning and methods in more detail so that the 
reader may make his own judgments as to the likelihood of dis- 
tortion. The primary themes are those of naval policy and of 
the considerations which form them. It was chosen deliberately, 
because it implies a very general level of discourse and is not 
concerned so much with the classified details of weapons, dimen- 
sions of ships, missile performance and similar technical infor- 
mation. On the contrary it revolves around more basic Issues 
such as the state of the economy, the balance of power in world 
politics, the nation's international responsibilities, prevailing 
strategical concepts and the availability of nuclear weapons. 
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These Issues are dealt with in parliamentary debates, public 
Government documents, White Papers, and Service estimates. 

This is not to say that these sources in themselves are adequate 
or that this type of information is always readily available. 
Nevertheless, many of these matters are widely discussed in the 
popular press and in professional military literature. Often 
it is not so much events that are important as perspectives. 

The prevailing attitudes among naval officers, scientists and 
politicians are often much more helpful in explaining policy 
decisions than the memoranda which formalize those decisions. 
Such information can often be deduced from professional liter- 
ature, newspaper statements and official declarations, when 
these are pieced into the overall picture. An effort was made 
to consult all of the public sources available. 

Anyone with even superficial knowledge of British 
defense planning is well aware that a great amount of highly 
classified information finds its way into the public nevis media, 
particularly when it concerns policy choices made at the polit- 
ical level. Unfortunately, many misleading reports also appear 
in newsprint. The difficulty, of course, is to separate "the 
wheat from the chaff." To do this the writer has supplemented 
his library research with some ninety-seven personal interviews 
over a period of four months in England and a postal exchange 
of questionnaires with a number of other individuals. These 
included politicians {of both parties), scientists, professional 
officers of all three Services (with heavy emphasis on the Royal 
Navy), civil servants, journalists, historians and others. 
Needless to say these interviews were invaluable as a guide 
to public sources, as a check on published reports and as a 
means of eliciting substantive data not otherwise available. 

Since this study rests heavily on these interviews it 
is appropriate to comment briefly on this phase of the research, 
A serious attempt was made to cover the relevant branches of 
government. The Departments represented Included the three 
military Departments, the Ministry of Aviation (at one time 
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Ministry of Supply), the Ministry of Defense, and the Treasury. 
Many of the persons Interviewed presently hold official positions, 
but a determined effort was also made to Interview individuals 
who had contributed to the discussions, debates and decisions of 
previous Governments. In the same vein some officials were 
sought out not so much for their general knowledge but because 
of their ability to throw light on a particular decision, period 
of time, or facet of activity. 

It was not practical to ask a common set of questions 
due to the wide differences in experience, background, and 
responsibility among the interviewees. Therefore conversations 
were tailored to capitalize on the respondent's particular 
knowledge and training. In order to make the exchange of infor- 
mation as free as possible all respondents were assured that al- 
though their comments might be used there would be no attributions 
or citations by name. It is difficult to document, but the 
writer is confident that this procedure increased the candor of 
the interviews and enhanced their overall value. In some 
instances there was a visible lov;erlng of the guard once the 
respondent was assured that his name would not be cited. Inter- 
views varied in length from thirty minutes to five hours, and 
some Individuals were visited more than once. In some cases the 
writer was invited to take notes and in others the general bear- 
ing of the respondent seemed to dictate a conversational approach. 
In these instances I prepared a detailed summary of the interview 
at the first opportunity. These summaries are by no means exact 
transcripts, but I am confident that they captured the essence 
of the conversations. The difficulty here is not so much to 
record what was said as to understand it. "The problem of com- 
munications exists even between societies with as much in common 
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as Britain and the United States. Although every effort was 
made to avoid this pitfall one has no sure way of testing his 
degree of success or failure. 

Needless to say, information and opinions from these 
interviews have been used throughout the thesis. Statements 
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attributed to interviews are normally the writer's impression 
of the respondent's remarks, A serious effort has been made 
to use interview data cautiously. In some Instances the inter- 
viewee had actually made the decisions v;hich were being invest- 
igated, and in other cases the writer has had to rely on the 
testimony of individuals who v;ere observing the decision-making 
process from varying distances. In the latter case I have used 
only data which represent opinions shared by several respondents 
Every effort will be made here to alert the reader when conclu- 
sions are particularly controversial or where interviewees v;ere 
in marked disagreement, V/here interview data corresponded to 
published reports, the latter have been cited. 

Due to the fact that the dissertation necessarily rests 
in large part on interviews I purposely selected 1963 as the 
cut-off date for my research. This decision was dictated by 
the understandable reluctance of officials to comment on current 
affairs. Consequently, the knowledgeable reader will note that 
the thesis has neglected the "multi-lateral force" and the im- 
portant reorganization which was consummated in early 1965 * 

These are only tx'^o of the more prominent examples, I would have 
liked very much to have brought the study up to the present date 
but in view of this practical obstacle I am confident that it 
would not have been fruitful. In line with this reasoning no 
questions were asked about contemporary issues, although the 
initial negotiations were in some cases being carried out in 
1963 or earlier. An even earlier cut-off date was seriously 
considered, but 1963 seems to lend itself to a study of the 
Navy, because it took in the significant decisions to adopt 
Polaris and to build a new carrier.^ 

Now a word about the organization of the dissertation. 
Its major focus is the formation of naval policy since World 
V/ar II. Consequently the first few chapters will be devoted 
to tracing that policy and to analysing the forces which 
moulded it. Chapter II sketches the economic, international, 
technical and administrative background against which British 
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naval policy has been made since 19'^5- It is essential to 
understand these general parameters before undertaking a more 
detailed analysis. Chapters III, IV and V trace the evolution 
of the mainstream of naval thinking and how it was translated 
into concrete policy from 19^5 to I 963 . Chapter VI deals v/ith 
the Royal Navy's Introduction to nuclear propulsion and its 
rather belated adoption of the Polaris missile and the "fleet 
ballistic missile submarine." This train of events is treated 
separately, because the Royal Navy has only entered this field 
with the greatest reluctance. Chapters VII and VIII are devoted 
to an analysis of the mechanics of policy formation and of the 
Admiralty's role in the overall process. These t\^o chapters 
attempt to point up the more significant administrative lessons 
which the Royal Navy's post-war experience offers. Hopefully 
this will be of some benefit to the political scientist and 
professional administrator as well as to the practicing naval 
officer. Chapter IX is the concluding one. It presents an 
overview of naval policy in terms of the post-war environment 
with a brief look at future prospects. 



NOTES 



1 . The most coiapleto bibliographic summary of v^orks on post-war 

British defense policy is in William P. Snyder, The Politics 
of British Defense Policy. 1 945-1 962 (Columbus: Ohio State 

University Press, i'9'64~) , pp. 251-272. Ha does not mention 
one single book or article devoted specifically to the 
post-war Royal Navy. There has been one book published 
dealing with the Royal Navy's post-war technical achieve- 
ments: Paul E. Garbutt, Naval Challenc^e 1945-1961 (London; 

Macdonald & Co., 1961 ). However, this v/ork in no sense 
deals with policy problems. 

2. As the reader is no doubt aware, the largest is the U. S. 
Navy, and the second is the Soviet Navy. 

3. The British government operates under a "fifty year rule" 
which normally precludes the release of internal govern- • 
mental records of any kind for fifty years. The outstand- 
ing exception to this was the release of documents to the 
team of official historians appointed by the Government 

to \frite the military and civil histories of World War II. 
Hov;ever, this seems to be a one-time exception, and there 
have been no significant relaxations made regarding the 
post-v;ar years, as far as this writer knows. Even if an 
author is so fortunate as to get access to records he 
must submit his final product for inspection and clearance. 
Needless to say this severely limits his freedom and con- 
sumes considerable time. There is no question that this 
practice has contributed in large measure to the prevail- 
ing attitude among British historians that contemporary 
affairs (interpreted to mean any events in the last half 
century) are not a suitable subject for study. On the 
other hand there are a few authors and historians in 
Great Britain who disagree vehemently v/ith this attitude 
and believe that contemporary history is most important. 

Some of this group are presently carrying on a bitter 
fight to get this harsh rule relaxed, but as yet there 
are no serious indications that the Government will 
retreat. 

4. Perhaps it should be mentioned that even with such access, 
problems of interpretation v/ould remain and that the prob- 
abilities of distortion although reduced v;ould still be 
present. This, of course, is the fundamental challenge 

of writing history and political analysis. 

5 . William P, Snyder, "The Politics of British Defense Policy, 
1951-1961" (Ph.D. dissertation Princeton University, 1963), 
p. 16. This dissertation has subsequently been published 
with some extensive alterations. The Politics of British 
Defense Policy 1945-1962 (Columbus; Ohio State University 
Press , 1 964 ) . In~'ref erring to his \^ork the book will be 
cited wherever possible, but occasionally it will be 
necessary to refer to passages in the dissertation which 
were not reproduced in the book. 
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6 . There Is one exception to the 1963 cut-off date. The 
sequence of events leading to the decision to purchase 
American aircraft for the Fleet Air Arm is treated although 
they extended into early 1964, This v^as necessary, because 
of this project's close relationship to the carrier program. 
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CHAPTER II 



BACKGROUND AND SETTING 



Anthony Hartley in A State of Enp;land declares that 
"the main fact governins English life since 1939 - a fact so 
obvious that it is frequently overlooked altogether - is loss 
of power. Great Britain entered World V/ar II as one of the 
most influential nations of the world and took with it "over- 
seas possessions v;hich were then at the most extensive they 

p 

had ever been." It emerged from this conflict victorious, 
but seriously depleted. The post-war world was a great deal 
different than that of 1939, and Britain drifted into an un- 
anticipated decline. Since 19-^5 the nation has been beset with 
difficulties which have severely impaired its ability to manip- 
ulate events in its favor. Economic problems have plagued all 
post-war Governments. The pressing demands of nationalism have 
gradually eroded the Empire, and diplomatically London's ability 
to influence world affairs has steadily diminished. These de- 
velopments have necessitated a series of painful adjustments. 

In essence post-war statecraft has been dominated by the need 
to readjust traditional perspectives to Britain's "reduced 
status in the world scale of power. This has been strikingly 
illustrated in the case of military 'policy. Kov^ever, to 
appreciate fully this process it is essential first to sketch 
the major roots of British po’wer and to trace how time and 
changing conditions have stunted their growth. 

Although there is some controversy as to the degree of 
England's historic pre-eminence, there is a general consensus 
that about the middle of the nineteenth century Great Britain 
was the leading global pov;er. She carried on a thriving trade 
in every corner of the world; her prestige was at an all-time 

13 



lA 

high; and militarily she was as secure in the home islands as 
any country had ever been or has been since. Lord William 
Strang in discussing this period attributed Britain's influ- 
ence and position to three main factors: (l) her naval 

strength and the military potential which "she was believed 
to be capable of developing and using"; (2) her "outstanding 
commercial, financial and Industrial strength"; and (3) "the 

iiA 

relative weakness of the other great powers. This simple 
classification offers an easy lead into the problem of back- 
ground. It is proposed to examine briefly these categories 
and to Illustrate how they contributed to Britain's nineteenth 
century greatness and how, in turn, altering conditions have 
undermined them. Only against such a backdrop can the dra- 
matic transformations vihich have occurred since 1 9^5 be 
adequately appreciated. It is then intended to close by 
briefly discussing the formal decision-making structure in 
order to give the reader a framework within which the post-war 
evolution of naval policy can be fitted. 

Traditional Military Posture 

The very cornerstone of England's rise to prominence 
was sea power. Without control of the oceans the British 
Empire could never have been built or maintained. Due to a 
unique combination of geographical factors and material re- 
sources Great Britain was able to develop an unchallenged Navy 
and in turn to extend its influence throughout the world. V/hen 
the political and economic emphasis shifted to Western Europe, 
Britain found Itself no longer on the periphery but at the 
focal point of power. Its insularity provided security and 
the advantage of a central position. The lack of continental 
frontiers allowed it to concentrate on maritime forces. No 

other European power could afford to devote so high a pro- 
's , 

portion of its military energies to sea power. England s 
geographical position put it between Europe and the Atlantic 
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and athwart the principal maritime trade routes to Europe. 

This combination soon led to both economic and military control 
of the English Channel and the North Sea. 

As trade grew the Royal Navy likewise expanded, and the 
two made possible the extension of British influence and pov;er. 
It was only natural that the Royal Navy was soon pushing into 
the Mediterranean and casting its eyes towards the tip of 
Spain. In 1704 Gibraltar was captured. This assured Great 

7 

Britain control of the remaining European sea. Complementing 
the iron ring which the Royal Navy was forging around Europe, 
the Government v:as gradually expanding its dominion along the 
principal sea routes of the v;orld. A series of outposts were 
annexed, developed and fortified - Bermuda (l609), Jamaica 
(1655), Halifax (1713), Cape Town (1805), Ceylon (1805), 
Singapore (1805), Malta (1814), Falkland Islands (1832), 

Aden (1839), Hong Kong (l84l) and Suez (1869) were among the 
more significant accessions. Many of these had insular 
characteristics, similar to England's, which made them highly 
defensible, and all of them were strategically located. These 
bases extended the Royal Navy's tentacles to the remotest 
corners of the world. 

This maritime strategy not only allowed Great Britain 
to expand its economic influence and to protect its investments, 
but also to control the competition. Its main rival France 
was never able to break Britain's grip on its colonies or to 
attack the home islands successfully. On the other hand, the 
Royal Navy made it possible for the British to defeat the 
French in North America and India, and to fight on the Conti- 
nent at times and places of their ovm choosing. The sane 
forces that defended England could be used to project its 
offensive might and to guard its trade lanes. This was economy 
of force in the highest sense of the word. By the middle of 
the nineteenth century England had attained a degree of 
security such as no country had ever known or probably ever 
will know again. In effect the Royal Navy exercised "a lever- 

O 

age on world affairs without precedent in naval annals." 
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But change is an ininutable rule and the passing of the 
nineteenth century brought with it disturbing signs. As long 
as European states were the only ones possessing large navies 
Great Britain's control of the narrov/ European Seas assured 
it mastery of the world's oceans. By concentrating its naval 
might at home and in the Mediterranean it v:as possible to con- 
tain and neutralize the enemies' fleets. The remaining oceans 
fell by default. Hov;ever, the rise of non-European sea powers 
seriously challenged this strategic doctrine. 

In the late l800's both the Japanese and American navies 
underwent significant development. Breaking ai'/ay from their 
traditional “small navy" frame of reference these two new arrivals 
on the imperialist scene commenced constructing modern fleets 
modeled after the British example. The Admiralty's only alter- 
native was to either relinquish its maritime grip in the Far 
East and in the Western Hemisphere or to strengthen its overseas 
forces by crippling its European squadrons. At this moment a 
third development Interjected Itself. Shortly after the turn 
of the century the German Navy launched a rapid expansion pro- 
gram which threatened to tip the scales in European waters. 

Rating the continental danger as the gravest His Majesty's 
Government chose to maintain superiority in the Atlantic and 
Mediterranean at the cost of weakening their overseas forces. 

In typical British style diplomacy was utilized to cover this 
retreat. In the Far East England entered into a military treaty 
v/ith Japan. ^ In effect it v;as acceding to joint control of the 
oriental oceans. In the V/estern Hemisphere Great Britain 
initiated a policy of friendship and co-operation with the United 
States in order to secure the Carribbean and Western Atlantic. 

The Royal Navy was still second to none, but in effect the 
United Kingdom v;as relying on the United States and Japan for 
overseas support and cooperation. 

World War I demonstrated that England's trust in seapower 
had not been misplaced. The Home Fleet succeeded in bottling up 
the German High Seas Fleet. The United Kingdom was secured from 
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Invasion; British troops v;ere put ashore on the Continent and 
supported by the Royal Navy. The decision to commit a land 
army on the Western front v;as not unprecedented nor necessarily 
inconsistent with the traditional reliance on a maritime strat- 
egy. On the other hand the determination to decide the issue 
in Western France and to keep pouring men and resources into 

the trenches no matter what the cost, sacrificed the main ad- 

1 1 

vantages which seaborne forces could offer. The Dardanellas 
campaign, of course, was an effort to avoid the impasse in 
Flanders and to utilize the mobility v/hich the Fleet possessed. 
This was more in line with the traditional British approach and 
had a commendable air of innovation about it. But it failed due 
to a variety of causes; the most important of which was apathetic 
execution. Unfortunately, this disaster strengthened the argu- 
ments of those "cavalry" generals vho v/ere mesmerized by the 
Vi^estern front, and the Fleet vras once again relegated to a 
blockading role which it carried out with telling effect. 

However, during World VJar I a number of new weapons 
were introduced to sea warfare v/hich indicated that the tra- 
ditional role of fleets v;ere beginning to change. Although the 
Royal Navy managed to keep open Britain's supply lines it was 
literally a fight for life, and the margin of success was a 

narrow one. German U-boats sank some 10 million tons of 

1 2 

allied shipping. The submarine counter-blockade of the 
United Kingdom came vjithin a hair's breadth of choking off its 

1 X 

vital supply lines. Only a super-human effort upon the part 
of British seamen, and the entrance of the United States into 
the war managed to turn the tide. Submarines literally inter- 
jected a new dimension into naval v/arfare. In addition the 
use of aircraft at sea opened up a host of possibilities for 
progressive tacticians. Not only the evolving political 
patterns were eroding the position of British sea power, but 
technological advance v/as also threatening the Royal Navy's 
ability to defend the United Kingdom. 

Despite these ominous portents the Royal Navy emerged 
from the Great War stronger than ever before. With "over 
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1,300 combatant vessels of all classes, including forty-tv/o 

nl 4 

first-line capital ships she had no peer. On the other 
side of the ledger, however, the United States had accelerated 
its naval program and v/as operating from a position of nev;- 
found economic strength which had been stimulated by the v;ar 
but not overtaxed by it. In the Western Pacific Japan’s 
strategic position had improved as a result of the acquisition 
of Germany’s Pacific islands, and it v/as laying new emphasis 
on naval power. Although Great Britain was free to cast its 
eyes either East or V/est, it was obvious that to reestablish 
the world-wide pre-eminence that the Royal Navy enjoyed in the 
nineteenth century was neither practicable nor feasible. In 
fact there was every danger of a disastrous naval arms race 
ensuing which would lead to an unacceptable economic burden 
and possibly to v;ar. 

This grim prospect was averted by the Washington 

1 g 

Conference of 1922. In the resulting treaty Great Britain 
discarded its "centuries-old policy of a predominant Navy 
and agreed to parity with the United States." It was agreed 
that the capital ships and carrier tonnage of Britain, the 
United States, and Japan should be proportioned in the ratio 
5-5-3* There were a number of other provisions but this 
feature v;as the most important. In 1930 the London Naval 
Conference met and extended the qualitative limitations of 
the Washington treaty, k proposal to restrict the number of 
cruisers was adopted, and England agreed to a limit of fifty. 
This was the last positive step taken to reduce fleets. By 
1933 the Royal Navy had shrunk to 15 capital ships, 4? cruisers, 
132 destroyers and 5^ submarines. In 1932 the Geneva Dis- 
armament Conference failed, and shortly thereafter Japan 
served the necessary tv:o years notice to terminate the 
Washington agreement. In turn Germany repudiated the naval 
and military limitations imposed upon it at Versailles. This 
was the signal for the long suppressed naval arms race. 

His Majesty's Government picked up the gauntlet. In 
1936 an extensive naval building program ^^/as inaugurated, and 



19 



1 ft 

it was accelerated in 1937 and 193S* This v;as part of a 

general rearmament policy, but the lion's share of money and 

effort was devoted to the Navy. It was not until 1939 that 

the Army and Air Force estimates began to match the senior 
t 1 9 

Service s appropriations. 

The inter-war period had seen little change in naval 

thinking, although there had been some technological progress. 

The aircraft carrier had become an integral part of modern 
20 

fleets, and submarines had been further developed and assim- 
ilated into all the large navies. Ship design and naval ord- 
nance had undergone some im.provement , but no radical modifi- 
cations v/ere evident. The major emphasis was still on the 
battleship and the battle line. The Royal Navy continued to 
envision itself as the United Kingdom's first line of defense. 
Commander Russell Grenfell, one of the foremost naval author- 
ities of that period, set out the Fleet's four main tasks as: 
preventing invasion; covering the movement of troops overseas; 

protecting incoming supplies; blockading the enemy and driving 

21 

his shipping from the ocean. 

VRiile it was never to reestablish the lead it enjoyed 
in 1919, by the outbreak of VJorld War II Britain was again 
the leading sea Pov:er in the v/orld. Its Navy w^as larger 
than those of Germany, Italy and France combined, and more ships 
were coming off the ways every month. It was firmly e' sconced 
in the home islands and the Mediterranean. British strategists 
strongly believed that if the United States and Japan would 
remain neutral, the Royal Navy could fulfill its traditional 
tasks in any European v/ar and insure eventual victory. 

The saga of World War II is too involved and too well 
known to repeat in any detail. Every school boy knows how 
close Great Britain came to the brink of disaster and hov 
Germany employed armour and air power with such devastating 
effect. The magnificent role the Royal Air Force played in 
staving off defeat is now legend, and the dramatic rise of air 
forces to ascendancy in the military hierarchy is common 
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knowledge. Yet the day of sea pov;er had not completely passed. 
An instrumental factor in preventing the German invasion v/as 
England's vast naval superiority. After Dunkirk its hopes 
and fears rested solely on a small air force and a ready navy 
that v/as prepared and willing to bar the channel to German 
ships and barges. In the Mediterranean the British warships 
without adequate air support fought an up and dovm battle for 
command of that narrow sea. The Navy needed the help of both 
land-based aircraft and army troops to finally establish firm 
control of the Mediterranean, but its achievements in that 
theatre added another glorious chapter to its history. The 
fight to keep open the Atlantic supply lines was even more 
desperate than in World War I. The issue was in doubt until 
America's intervention began to shift the balance, and the 
battle was only narrov/ly won through the frantic and often 
gallant efforts of allied scientists, shipbuilders and seamen. 
The Royal Navy emerged from this holocaust victorious, but 
battered and shaken. 

World War II had brought drastic changes in v/arfare 
in general and in naval weapons and tactics in particular. 

Sea v/arfare had become both extremely complex and expensive. 
Carriers had replaced battleships as the number one naval 
v/eapon system. They had made it possible for fleets to pro- 
ject their offensive might over great distances and into the 
enemy's heartland. Amphibious operations had been used with 
great success against heavily defended beaches demonstrating 
the advantages of mobility. The submarine had again proved its 
tremendous value in attacking merchant traffic and combatting 
capital ships. More significantly the year 19^5 witnessed the 
first atomic bomb and the defeat of Japan's island empire with- 
out one American invading the home islands. This development 
alone threatened to revolutionize the nature of warfare. 

It was painfully manifest that warships alone could no 
longer defend the United Kingdom and that this task v;ould now” 
have to be shared with the Royal Air Force. Aside from that 
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there v/ere fe\i clear guidelines as to the future of Britain's 
traditional maritime strategy. During the war His Kajesty's 
Government had once again committed a vast army to the Conti- 
nent; there were some signs that this might become a permanent 
feature of British defense policy. The advent of atomic v/eapons 
had led many to believe that the days of armies and navies were 
numbered. In turn they contended that only air forces v:ould be 
viable in this nev; era. On the other hand Britain is an island 
completely dependent on the sea, and there was a general reluc- 
tance to discard traditional concepts until the road ahead was 
more clearly marked than it was in 19^5» In essence the armis- 
tice found the field of military strategy in some disarray. 

One of the chief post-war tasks of the Government would be to 
assimilate the new military developments and arrive at a sat- 
isfactory accommodation with these nev; realities. 

Economic Backdrop 



In the nineteenth century Great Britain occupied an 
enviable economic position. It was truly "the most Important 
of trading nations and the leaders in the economic development 
of the world. This v;as the result of a number of rein- 

forcing factors, some of v;hich were not economic such as the 
stability of the British government, the trustworthiness of 
its financial institutions, and its ability to protect its 
trade. From a financial standpoint this pre-eminence rested 
on a long head start in the mechanization of industry and 
transportation \;hich assured Britons "a generally favorable 

1,24 

competitive position that lasted for several decades. In 

fact until about 1880 Great Britain was the only thoroughly 
developed industrial state in the world. 

Drav;ing on their overv/helming superiority in industrial 
techniques Britons were able to establish a trade pattern which 
both enriched their coffers and brought others to rely on them 
as suppliers. Great Britain’s trade at mid-century took the 
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form mainly of an exchange of manufactured products against 
imported foodstuffs and raiv materials. "it v;as the trade of an 
industrial state with countries still largely agrari a and, as 
such, it was world-wide. " By steadily reducing and eventually 
eliminating customs duties on primary products, British poli- 
ticians made this trade pattern increasingly attractive and 
profitable for less mechanized countries. "industrial leader- 
ship and a bulk cargo, coal, to fill the ships on outbound 
voyages fostered the growth of the British merchant marine, 
which provided cheap and reliable ocean transportation. This 

was a unique combination of factors which assured Britain the 
commercial leadership of the world. 

Profits resulted in savings and in turn capital invest- 
ment abroad, particularly in the colonies. Overseas investments 
brought in their wake British managers, engineers and other 

orofessionals. This made it possible for the possessions to 

28 

absorb Britain’s surplus population. Inevitably this tied the 
Empire closer together and expedited the development of the 
colonies as primary producers. However, investments were not 
limited to the Empire. Great amounts were likewise deposited in 
Europe, South America and the United States. By 1871 Britons had 
invested over £800 million overseas, and this figure increased 
to approximately £3,500 million by 191 3*^^ Great Britain had 
become a creditor nation with all the advantages that the term 
implies. 

Income from foreign investments became a substantial 
source of profits serving to cushion the national balance of pay- 
ments in years which were bad for exports. In turn sterling 
became an international currency as the nation’s money handling 
facilities expanded. In the middle 1900’s Great Britain became 
the center of the world’s economic activities, and many nations 
depended heavily upon the financial services of London. British 
capitalists had considerable control over the stability of the 
international economy. Their decisions affected every continent. 
Consequently, there was a world-wide interest in the "uninterrupted 
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continuance of access to British goods, markets, and services" 

and a general v;illingness to defer to British policies. It was 

an enviable system which assured Britain's commercial ascendancy 

and correspondingly strengthened her position diplomatically and 
31 

militarily. 

Kov/ever, this ideal economic sltua^tion could hardly 
be expected to continue indefinitely. Just as Britain’s 
Impregnable military position fell victim to the march of 
events, her economic pre-eminence gradually succumbed to 
changing conditions. V.h H. B. Court struck to the heart of 
the problem when he characterized Great Britain's nineteenth 
century manufacturing monopoly as "the kind which is always 
dying. It was impossible to sell manufactured products all 
over the world at great profit v/ithout stimulating the hunger of 
other countries for industry and its benefits. Not only did the 
English example excite envy and stimulate foreign industrial 
activity, but its exports in the form of machinery and capital 
facilitated the rise of overseas competitors. Starting some- 
where around 1880 Britain’s long-time dominance began to under- 
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go gradual but nevertheless significant alterations. The 
main element in this great change v;as the relatively rapid 
industrialization of western Europe and America. As in the 
case of the United States many primary producers began to pro- 
cess their own raw materials. This had several adverse effects 
on British traders. The price of foodstuffs and raw materials 
gradually increased; many of the traditional markets for con- 
sumer goods disappeared; and a host of ney competitors appeared 
in the international market place. 

By the late 1 800 ' s Britain's reliance on its manu- 
facturing capacity and ability to organize a trade in industrial 
goods had made it dangerously dependent on imports of food and 
raw materials. By 18?0 over 50^ of the total food in England 
v;as imported. By 1930 the figure v:as to reach 75^® Although 
imports exceeded exports by as much as 20^ this did not prove 
too much of a handicap in the late l800's. Added to income 



\ 



I 



24 

fron exports v;ere siseabio payments for British shipping and 
conmercial services \=7hlch more than paid the bill for foreign 
goods and left the nation a considerable sun for reinvestment 
abroad. Hox^ever, as overseas conpetition and the price of imports 
increased the selling of exports became more difficult. The 

■54 

balance of payments inevitably became a bothersome problem. 

There was one important factor which allegiated the 
effects of this adverse trend. By 1913 Great Britain’s overseas 
investments had built up to approximately £3,500 million. The 
annual interest due on foreign loans was sufficiently large to 
fill the balance of payments gap. This situation was by no 
means as satisfactory as that of the mid-nineteenth century, but 
it nevertheless stilled the cries of alarm and served to confirm 
Briton’s faith in their financial position, 

Hov;ever, starting in 1914 the British economy was to 

receive a series of shocks. The First World War administered a 

temporary but immense setback to Britain’s balance of pajrments. 

Foreign trade and the amount of industrial production available 

for exports vj’ere both severely reduced early in the struggle. 

Concurrently a large volume of necessary imports, including 

materials of v;ar from the United States, had to be paid for. 

This led to the sale of foreign assets. Prom one-fifth to one- 

fourth of the pre-war volume of overseas investments was lioui- 
35 

dated. Compounding this loss, income from other investments 
fell, and the earnings from shipping and financial services 
dropped off sharply. By 1918 Britain’s trading position had 
declined markedly. 

During the inter-war years production, trade, and 
investment resumed their pre-v/ar growth. This trend camouflaged 
the setbacks of tho war and caused many Britons to overlook the 
basic transformations which had taken place. Good years v;ere 
treated as normal, and bad years were attributed to the war or 
the Gcverrmient, However, no one could overlook the failure of 
the export trade to revive. By 1929 it \:as still belov; the 1913 
level. Unempl03rment consistently plagued the biggest exporters - 



4 



25 

the coal, shipbuilding and textile industries. The depression 

of 1929 brought further distress and disorganized many foreign 

accounts, “it carried away much Victorian rigging, the gold 

standard and free trade included, within tvro years (1931-1932) 

and left an altered world behind. 

Moreover the line between ’ industrial and primary 

producing states continued to grow fainter as the 1929 depression 

forced countries to rely on their ov/n resources. Great Britain 

suffered progressive losses in consumer goods v.^hich were not 

made up by the sales of capital goods. Her economic structure 

v;as founded on coal, steam engineering, and iron production, but 

the world was turning to new techniques, fuels and metals. 

British industries and businessmen proved to be conservative, 

complacent and rigid. It was well into the 1930's before they 

began to respond to the demands of the times, and by then it 

was too late for new export industries to make up for the losses 

of the old. Attention had turned to preparations for v;ar. Fearful 

nations began to draw back from international trade. This came 

at a critical juncture for Albion, just as her foreign accounts 

were beginning to recover from the aftermath of World War I. 

The effects of the Second World War dwarfed those of the 

191*^-1918 conflict. Physical losses alone were astronomical. 

Over £ 18.1 billion worth of capital assets were consumed by this 
37 

conflict . ‘ This included bomb damage, shipping losses and re- 
duction in value due to the inability to repair and maintain 
physical equipment. In material terms this represented the loss 
of one-half her merchant marine, destruction or damage to nearly 
one-third of all the homes in Britain, badly run dov;n industrial 
plants. Pre-v/ar overseas investments totalled some £3.7 billion. 
One-third to one-half of these were liquidated by sale or 
destroyed by enemy action. In place of these assets the nation 
acquired "overseas debts totalling £2.9 billion to cover war 
purchases ’and the cost of maintaining military forces. The 

interest upon debts incurred during the war v;as to consume one- 

40 

sixth of the national budget in coming years. Paralleling 
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difficult to estiraute 



Invisible 



this xioTo nany losses more 
sources of income such as shipping and overseas banking operations 
dropped off sharply. Even more vital \/oro the many overseas 
customers \;ho turned av;ay from Britain during the course of the 
v;ar. Many of those contacts had been built up through centuries 
of trade and yet disappeared in just a fovf years. Taken as a 
v;holc these setbacks dealt the British economy an unprecedented 
blow and left the nation in a genuinely precarious economic 
situation. 



The most important fact-of-llfo in post-xmr G-roat 
Britain has boon its unstable economy. Correspondingly it has 
been the most significant single determinant of the size and 
shape of the military Sorvices. In order to appreciate the 
evolution of defense policy since IJorld War II, it is essential 
for the reader to have a clear understanding of the special 
nature of the economic situation since 19‘^-5» 



By that date Britain 
settled and highly industrial 
the population is engaged in 



found itsolf a small, densely 
iaed country. Approximately 5^ of 
agriculture, forestry and fisheries 



combined. The bulk of the popula'cion is involved in manufacturing, 
trade and finance. Its many decades of industrialization have 
systematically depleted tho island* s natural resources, and the 
only raxj’ material in which the United Kingdom could be considered 
self-sufficient is coal. About half of its food is imported. In 
essence the British depend on Imports for their very existence. 

The only v;ay to pay this Imposing import bill is to sell 



goods and sorvices abroad. Even more discouraging ”as many of 

its exports are made largely of imported materials, 'exports must 

moot tho cost of these imports as v/oll as those retained for 

ca4l 



eonaumotion at homo, 



In the final analysis the health of the 



British economy depends primarily on its ability to export. 
Industry must not only manufacture goods for foreign shipment, 
but sell them successfully abroad. This total dependence on 
foreign trade makes Britain highly vulnerable to the vagaries of 
the international market and to fluctuations in economic activity 
abroad. 
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Actually Great Britain haa been an importing nation 
for many years, but the losses suffered in VJorld War II have 
severely complicated hor basic problems and made exports even 
more crucial* In order to repay her v?ar debts, to revamp her 
damaged manufacturing plants, and to make her industry competi- 
tive again, it ims nocessary to allocate a large share of 
output to investment. Of course, the equipment needed for 
modernisation and expansion also contains a large proportion 
of imported materials and in turn demands a higher level of 
exports to balance the account. In previous years the gap 
betv;een exports and imports vras filled by invisible overseas 
profits from banicing ser\’’ices, shipping, insurance and 
particularly the interest on foreign investments. Before the 
v;ar these sources of revenue normally ran over 8^ of the Gross 

National Product. A.s a result of the war this income has 

b.O 

declined to less than 2^ of the GNP, ' This has dramatically 
widened the trade voice, and as a result It has been necessary 
to expand drastically the amount of exports in order to 
counter-balance the losses in those areas. These reinforcing 
pressures have created a lengthening spiral v;hich constantly 
calls for more imports and, in turn, a higher level of exports. 
This vicious cycle has plagued every British post-war Govern- 
ment and required a continuing effort to improve the nation’s 
export position. 

The need for exports and the crucial balance of payments 
problem have put relentless pressure on the Government since 
19-^5 to reduce defense expenditures. To fully understand the 
relationship of military spending to the economy it is necessary 
to look at the overall distribution of goods and services in the 
United Kingdom, There are a number of more or less distinct 
markets competing for a share of the total. The five main 
categories in normal order of magnitude are: 

(1 ) The personal consumption market; 

(2) The export market; 

(5) The domestic capital market; 

(4) The civil goverriments, national and local; 

(5) She defense establishment. 
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It must "be borno in mind tliat each of* these competlns manhets 
requires imports of food and ran materials v;hlch must be paid 
for by greater exports of goods and cervices. In turn, to 
increase exports requires more imported mater^ials. 

The military Services find themselves at a great 
disadvantage in this system, since defense consumes imports 
and contributes nothing to tho export sector. Since World 
V/ar II Britain's export trade has relied heavily on the 
engineering and metals industries. These are the very ones 
which supply the bulh of the defense establishment’s equipment. 
This means that defense production and exports are in constant 



competition. In essence tho overriding need for exports imposes 
limits on the nation’s ability to respond to defense requirement 
and to accelerate arms production when necessary. For example 
during the Korean VJar the G-overnment ’ s rearmament program v;as 
continually hampered and eventually had to be cut back as a 
result of the heavy pressure for exports. In the same manner 
military demands detract from the domestic capital market, and 
yet in an economy so dependent on international trade it is 
essential to keep investing in new factories and machinery. 

/mother facet of this samo problem is the human 
resources which must be allocated to competing sectors of the 
economy. Defense projects consume scientists, engineers and 
large amounts of manpovjor which can bo employed profitably in 
export industries. Diverting scientific and technical personnel 
to defense industries may retard export production and v;eaken 
Britain’s competitive position. Off and on throughout the post- 
t;ar period this has been of some concern to the Government. 



Again it has been a question of balancing the competing claims 
of different cons;imors against limited resources. 

Even defense deployments effect the balance of payments 
and put additional pressure on the economy. *' Vfhen military 
personnel are stationed abi’oad both the Government and the 



individual Service men expend largo sums in the purchase of 
foreign goods and services. "For balance of payments purposes 



i 







29 

both expenditures are outfloxfs or deficits - the equivalent of 
iaports into the British econony. ^ This increases the gap 
betv;een payaents and receipts that must be filled by exports. 
As a result there is continuous agitation to reduce the size 
of the Services and the nunbers stationed overseas. However, 
the important point is that a primary goal of post-war British 
policy has had to be a balance of pajnnents surplus, and this 
has constrained the general level of defense spending. 

Thus far the diDcucsicn has been limited to the 



relationship between only throe of the five sectors - defense, 
exports and domestic capital. There are two other markets 
t^hich likevxise compete for goods and services •» the personal 
consumer and civil governments. There are only tv:o v?ays to 



increase the share of a consumer. One is to expand the 
nation's Gross National Product (the total of goods and services 



available) and the other is to reduce the share that goes to 
other markets. Consequently , in studying defense policy it 
is necessary to examine defence expenditures in terms of the 



total product available and in relation to its competitors. 



Government policies markedly affect the allocation of goods 
and services among the competing sectors of the economy, and 
the way expenditures are divided often reveals a great deal 
about the political climate. Although defense expenditures 
may detract from the export sector, it would still be possible 
to maintain a balance by cutting back personal consumption 
and/or non-military govornmental expenditures. The willingness 
of the Government to do this x:ill depend on a number of con- 



ditions. In times of crisis one standard v:ill prevail and 
v;hen there is no external threat another. 

Nhat should be stressed is that the economic problem 
is not merely a tv;o way relationship between the defense and 
export sectors of the economy. It is more involved than that, 
VJhen a defence Ifliito Paper insists that economic pressures 
preclude increased expenditures on the military, it is often 
saying “that it \xould bo politically Inexpedient to make deep 
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cuts either in personal consumption or in sovernment spending 

-i46 

for non~nilitary purposes.’ In post-war Britain the Govern- 
ment has become heavily cohnitted to a largo and broad program 
of social services. Likewise the lean years of World War II 
and its immediate aftermath v;cre followed by an immense demand 
for consumer goods. Once rationing and controls wore lifted 
personal spending expanded rapidly, and the British people v;ere 
loath to sacrifice any of their noi;-found opportunities, ?ost- 
v;ar governments have had to take those pressures into account 
and have proved extremely reluctant to reduce expenditures in 
these areas. In essence the Governnont is dealing in "the logic 
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of priorities. It is often not only economic pressure which 
limits defense expenditures but a combination of political 
expediency and fiscal considerations. Together theso factors 
have served to restrict severely post-v;ar defense spending. 



Int ernat 1 onal Rsl at ionshin s 



Lord Strang attributed Britain” s nineteenth century 

hegemony partially to the vreakness of other European countries, 
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particularly France, In sum he was saying that there v;ere no 

competitors who could mount a serious challenge to Albion's 

leadership. As the previous discussion has indicated, by 

implication if not explicitly, the deterioration of England's 

military and economic position signaled the rapid rise of a 

number of nations to nev; levels of affluence and pov;er. In 

1870 the United Kingdom (including the Irish) had a population 

of 32 million people. This \i3.s roughly comparable to Germany's 

40 million, Franco’s 36 million and America's 40 million. By 

the First World War uneven population grov;th had significantly 

altered this state of affairs. The United States had increased 

to 91 million, Germany to 64 million and Britain to only 45 
40 

million. This corresponded roughly to changes in production 
and trade. At the end of the third quarter in the nineteenth 
century British output had exceeded the combined French, German 



and American production in throe vital fields - coal, pig-iron 
and cotton. By tho early 1900’s American coal output exceeded 
Britain’s. Germany and America vrere producing more pig-iron 
than England, and both were rapidly moving into the textile 
market. By 19^^ the United States had become the v;orld’s lead- 
ing manufacturing country in terms of value and volume of pro- 
duct, and Germany was second. Besides these two main competitor 
a number of other countries w’-ere undergoing industrialisation - 
Sweden, Russia, Canada, Japan - and wore exerting increased 
influence on world events. The international patterns of power 
wore changing radically. 

These alterations v;erc reflected by British foreign 
BO 

policy. .Around tho turn of the century Great Britain took a 
series of steps designed to reduce its overseas anxieties, so 
that it could devote more attention to Europe. The Hay- 
Paunceforto Treaty of 19 OI agreed to exclusive American control 
of the Panama Canal and for all intents and purposes left the 
Caribbean to the United States, The same long-range aims in- 
spired the Anglo- Japanese Alliance of 1902 which gave Japan a 
free hand in the Orient. The Entente Cordial of 1904 with 
France and the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1 907 were intended 
to reduce friction in the Middle East and tho Mediterranean. 
-Although it was not so obvious at the time these steps reversed 
a standing policy of isolation. Never again would Great 
Britain be able to act v;ith the independence it had enjoyed 
throughout the nineteenth century. 

It uas soon manifest to British statesmen that those 
w’ere not the only compromises which wore necessary. Germany’s 
rise to prominence and its apparently limitless ambitions could 
not be countered by Britain alone. Germany’s unwelcome interest 
in Morocco in 1905 and the resulting A.lgerian Conference served 
to throw Prance and England closer together and gave the Great 
Powers the first hint of a possible European v;ar. Building on 
the foundation of the Entente Cordial the tv;o countries in 
1906 commenced non-committal talks on the possibilities of 
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conducting joint land operations on tho Continent, 
a revolutionary novo for a pcacotlme British Govornnent, but 
ono which was dictated by Britain’s declining position in the 
international poi/or structure. The coning years witnessed 
further Anglo-French collaboration as G'Oraany’s strength con- 
tinued to grow. Although tho United Eingdon was not fomally 
coEiaitted to support Prance in 19^4, tho strong ties which had 
been forged between tho two nations placed a genuine moral 
obligation on Britain. E\^en more important British leaders 
v;ere v/ell aware that G-ernany could only bo defeated by a com- 
bination of opponents. 

Although Uorld War I temporarily eliminated Germany 
as a serious competitor in the international arena, it served 
to accelerate tho significant trends which have just been 
discussed. Tho inroads which Uorld Uar I made into Britain's 
economic position and maritime strategy have already been 

gi 

noted. She had lost over a million of her young men, and 
her material resources had been drastically depleted. On the 
other hand America had entered the ranks of the Great Pov/ers. 

She had been called upon to redress “the balance which Europe 

j.gp 

herself had been no longer able to maintain and had 

emerged with enhanced prestige, a greatly expanded industrial 
plant, and as tho world's largest creditor. America's refusal 
to assume the mantle of v;orld leadership in tho inter-war 
years disguised to a certain extent her impressive power, but 
the fact remains that World V7ar I had catapulted her to a 
position of ascendancy. 

The international power structure had changed funda- 
mentally. Britain's welfare was inextricably linked with the 
security of western Europe. Despite some halfhearted 
attempts in tho inter-war years to return to its old isolation, 
she found it impossible to do so. This dependence was reflected 
by her participation in tho League of Nations and even more by 
the signing of the Treaty of Locarno in ^925. This instrument 
guaranteed Germany's v;ostern border from attack by cither side. 
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It waa an attempt to bring Germany back into harmonious relations 
with its neighbors and to put European security on a permanent 
basis. Although Britain and Prance seemingly appreciated the 
need for cooperation and European security, they v;ore not 
v;illing to do more than negotiate to attain their ends. By the 
1930‘s Communism and Pacisn had gained a firm foothold. The die 
v;as cast, American isolationism combined with Britain and 
France's refusal to take any positive action pressed Russia into 
an alliance with Hitler, and loft the way open for Germany's 
legions to rase Europe for the second timo in tv/enty years, 

Tho changes in the international community wrought by 
V/orld bar II were even more dramatic and significant than 
those fashioned during the 19 'S-^ to 1918 ora. The tremendous 
devastation which Britain suffered was more than matched by the 
damage done in Europe, Germany’s collapse was combined xfith 
vast physical destruction in practically every part of the 
Continent. 

Over extensive areas there v;as unrelieved chaos. 

Transport had in many places come to a standstill; 
farm products were hoarded in the countryside through 
mistrust of unstablo currencies; raw material stocks 
for industry had rundovrn; shortages of food and clothing 
kept workers at home. The sheer problem of dealing v/lth 
refugees and displaced persons caused organised life to 
hang by a thread. 5 ^ 5 - 

The Allies had no choice but to assume sovereignty over Europe 
and to attempt to bring order out of confusion. VJith Soviet 
poxcer on the Elbe the security of the v/estern nations v:as in 
British and American hands. Continental Europe temporarily 
disappeared as a force in world politics. 

In contrast to this picture of devastation America’s 
pov;er and prestige had expanded immensely. It had not only 
fought in Europe but had borne the great bulk of the effort 
in the Pacific against Japan, V 7 ashington’ s pre-eminent position 
technically and militarily Xv'as symbolized by its monopoly of 
atomic v.'oapons. The v/ar had stimulated the United States to 
herculean efforts and as a result had increased her manufacturing 



1 



34 

and asricultural capacity sone one and one half times in the 
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short space of six years. Ac in World V/ar I she had again 
■become the Allied Pov;ers* banker and creditor except on a 
vastly increased scale. By 11945 America had extended over 
$42 billion in loans, gifts and credits to her allies. At 
the same time she v;as the only major participant to be spared 
the hornsrs of physical attack and to enter the post-war period 
without a pressing rehabilitation problem. Columbia came out 
of that conflict as the undisputed leader of the free v/orld. 

Although the United States was the only major power 
to escape widespread destruction, she was not the only one to 
emerge from vforld War II v;ith enhanced status. Under Stalin’s 
leadership the Soviet Union had accomplished prodigious feats 
of arms* The Communists had stemmed tho Nasi tide and even- 
tually rolled it back to Berlin. In tho process Russia had 
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suffered incredible casualties and lost a significant pro- 
portion of her economic base located in western Russia. How- 
ever, these losses had been partly counterbalanced by heavy 
Ajaerican aid (Lend-Lease and technological advice), tho intro- 
duction of nevr manufacturing processes, a s;^eeping standard- 
ization of industry, and, due to the stimulus of war, the 
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erection of hundreds of now plants East of the Urals. 

Even more vital v/as the vast empire in eastern Europe 
which the Soviets had acquired by force of arms. \Taen Germany 
surrendered tho Russians had at their disposal "35^ of Germany's 
1936 industrial capacity, or of the 1943 capacity. 

Similarly she v;as able to extract at will from the Satellites 
minerals, oil, optical and electrical instruments, sugar and 
fats, and large portions of their industrial output. In many 
instances v^hole plants v.'ore moved to Russia along with workers, 
engineers and scientists. These acquisitions combined with the 
Communist system of Government, vrhich allows the leaders iron- 
fisted control over the nation's resources and people, offered 
tho Soviet Union an excellent base for recovery. Georg von 
Rauch comments in this regard that "the year 1945 saw the Soviet 
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Union enersins froia the Second V/orld ¥ar in a position of power 
v/hich vras far resioved from the nadir of tho year of 1938 and 
exceeded tho v/ildest expectations of the Kremlin. There 
is little argument that the most important outcome of VJorld 
¥ar II was to propel the Soviet Union and tho United States 
to positions of overv/helming power and affluence. Although 
tho signs were by no means clear at the time that conflict laid 
the groundwork for tho subsequent bi-polarization of inter- 
national politics which has dominated the post-war era. 

Britain found herself one of the leaders of tho 
victorious coalition in 19'^5, but nevertheless a relatively 
T^eak Junior partner. Diplomatically it v;as no longer possible 
to play the “balance -of -pov;er“ game as it had been knovai in 
the past. Europe v?as nov; a power void, and consequently 
Britain's freedom of maneuver had been sovorely reduced. The 
v/orld was soon to be rent by a schism between Communism and 
the West which would be the outstanding feature of world 
politics* The main actors in this drama would be the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. Britain's major foreign policy task 
would bo to carve out for herself a meaningful role v;hich would 
accord with these new realities. 

Thus far the discussion has concentrated on Britain's 
relationships with the other so called Great Pov;ers. However, 
these are only a portion of the international problems which 
confront England's political overlords. In the nineteenth 
century British strength rested to a great extent on a vast 
colonial empire which extended to the remotest corners of the 
world and which offered the United Kingdom many advantages in 
the international competition for power. As with all other 
aspects of British life tho ties bet'./een the homeland and the 
possessions have undergone considerable change in the last 
himdred years. This evolution has not only played a vital part 
in the decline of Britain's influence, but at the sane time 
saddled the Goverament with a number of unique responsibilities 
and problems. Therefore it Is important to examine briefly the 
course of these relationships. 
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The prinary benefits v;hlch the colonies offered have 
already been touched upon. They furnichod the Royal Navy a 
chain of bases around the globe froa v;hich it could exorcise 
control of the seas. The Aray aaintalned garrisons in these 
bases which could bo easily deployed to trouble spots and 
contain crises before they becaae unaanagcable . Moreover the 
Amy drev: heavily on colonial aanpowor (particularly India). 

This considerably reduced tho money and men which Great 
Britain had to invest in a standing peacetime aray. Econom- 
ically the possessions voro primary producers. They furnished 
foodstuffs and raw materials to stoke English industry and 
concurrently purchased an important share of the finished 
products. All in all this was a rather enviable arrangement. 

Still the Empire held its ovm seeds of dissolution. 

The loosening of the bonds commenced in tho large colonies 
located in the temperate zones which had attracted great numbers 
of British emigrants - Canada,, Australia, Nov; Zealand, and later 
South Africa. These settlors took with them English traditions 
of law, government and liberty. Once they became thoroughly 
identified with their nev/ homos it was inevitable that they 
gradually began to press for political autonomy. In this 
respect the American revolution was a compelling example which 
v;as always in the background inspiring this trend. 

"The industrial revolution in Britain proved to be 
more than a technological affair" and furnished much of the 
impetus for this evolution. Railv/ays and steamships linked up 
countries and continents. The fruits of manufacturing stimulated 
colonial appetites, and Britain's prosperity demonstrated the 
rewards of possessing an indigenous industry. In essence tech- 
nical advances and economic pressures were likewise encouraging 
independent relations and reinforcing tho centrifugal tendencies 
developing within tho Empire. 

By 1907 Canada, Australia, Nevr Zealand and South Africa 

had established parliaments and attained a considerable measure 
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of self-govcrrm:ent. “ Although tho British Imperial Parliament 
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was still supreme, this meant in practice that these colonies 
could control their own internal affairs subject to London's 
rarely invoked veto. Foreign affairs and defense matters were 
still the prerogative of the Government in London which acted 
for the entire Empire, but the ‘H7hito settlement" colonies had 
for all intents and purposes moved from the old pattern of 
centralised control to local government. 

Those steps set the precedent, and the remaining 
possessions were soon developing varying forms of legislative 
councils elected locally to assist the appointed officials in 
the making of laws and ordinances. "India, by reason of its 
size, great population and ancient civilization"*^^ was granted 
considerable autonomy in its affairs and by the 'first V/orld 
¥ar vxas enjoying a modified form of parliamontarianica. Never- 
theless I'Thitehall still commanded the Empire's allegiance, and 
in 1914 the House of Commons declared war on behalf of the whole 
British Empire v/ithout consulting the possessions. The Dominions 
supported the v/ar effort v^holeheartedly , but four years of extreme 
crisis served to accelerate their drift away from British domi- 
nation. All of then had been stimulated to accelerate their 
industrialisation and to become more self-sufficient. In 
addition they had contributed a full measure to the winning of 
the v:ar. This gave them confidenco in their abilities and 
inspired increased agitation for full independence. 

As a reflection of their new status the Dominions and 
India v;ore represented independently at the Peace Conference 
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and in the League of Nations. It v;as during this period that 
General Smuts of South Africa originated the term "The British 
Commonv/ealth of Nations" to describe the new relationship of 
the Dominions. ^ At a Commonwealth Conference in 1926 the 
famous Balfour Declaration ^^as issued confirming that the 
"United Kingdom and the Dominions vqto 'autonomous' communities 
within the British Empire, equal in status, in no way sub- 
ordinate one to another. This definition was formalized by 
the Statute of V/estministor in 1931 which granted the Dominions 
national sovereignty. 
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As tho cettienent colonies gradually broke their ties 
with London attention turned more and more to the Crown 
Colonies, protectorates and strategic bases. The warmer zones 
of the Empire had never attracted largo numbers of white 
settlers and hero control rested on the shoulders of those who 
had gone to administer and keep order. It was the Government's 
acknowledged intention to lead those possessions also to inde- 
pendence where possible, but they were not as prepared for 
self-government nor was Great Britain in any rush to reach 
this goal. 

It was India v/hore the first signs of strain appeared. 
The inter-war years wero marked by continuing friction betv;aen 
tho Government and tho various political movements v;hich were 
agitating for independence - primarily the Indian National 
Congress and the Moslem League, British concessions were few, 
and it took another world-wide holocaust to lay tho groundwork 
for the next big stops in the transition from Empire to 
Commonwealth. 

In 1939 the United Kingdom declared v;ar only for India 
and the Crow. Colonies, Each of the Dominions acted on its own. 
With the exception of Sire they threw their weight behind the 
mother country. Unlike World War I this conflict brought a 
number of the possessions under the direct threat of Japanese 
conquest and served to point up British v/eakness in Asia. In 
19'^! eud early 19^2 both the English and Americans suffered a 
series of defeats in the Far East which destroyed an image of 
invulnerability that had taken centuries to create. In addition 
Australia, Nov/ Zealand, India, Burma and Malaya had sent the 
bulk of their troops to the European theatre and when Japan 
entered the war they x/ere relatively defenseless. Britain, hard 
pressed on all fronts, could send only limited aid. The United 
States had to fill the void. With irresistible force it was 
driven home to tho peoples in that part of the world that Great 
Britain v;as no longer the lion of old and that thoir links with 
England could be a liability. The Indian nationalist movement 
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refused to cooporat© in tho prosecution of the war and took 
every advantage of Britain’s newly demonstrated weakness to 
accelerate the pace of Independence. It was more than clear 
that Indian nationalism v/ould present Britain with on© of its 
first and most pressing post-war problems. As the largest 
colony it v;as also manifest that the Indian example v;ould have 
reverberations throughout the Empire. 

The Japanese defeat left chaos in its v;ako and a new 
brood of nationalist movements all over Southeastern Asia, 
Communism had spread over half the globe, penetrated deeply into 
China, and was threatening European hegemony in every sector of 
the ’.'forld. Britain severely X'/oakened by its wartime exertions 
faced a restless and demanding Empire. Throughout the colonies 
the people’s respect for traditional forms had been shaken, and 
their ambitions for self-government ignited. These developments 
signaled tho beginning of a particularly trying period for the 
Government, Here as in so many other areas the nation v;ould 
have to adjust to nev/ realities and alter its traditional 
perspectives. 



Formal Decision-Makins^ Structure 

The preceding sections have attempted to give the reader 
some background v:hich v;ill assist him in understanding why post- 
v:ar developments took the course they did. But these events 
affected British policy only as they were perceived and inter- 
preted by those responsible for steering the ship of state. In 
order to understand the evolution of British naval policy it is 
also essential to have at least some comprehension of the 
political bodies Involved and of tho mechanics of defense 
decision-making. It is the intention at this point to emphasize 
the policy-making side of the defense establishment as opposed 
to tho arrangements for conducting military operations. 

Prior to 1939 the Government relied on t\io major organs 
for the development of military policy - the Committee of 



40 

Imperial Defense and the Chiefs of Staff Committee. The former 
was organized to correct the defects in defense planning un- 
earthed by the Esher Committee in 1904. This group complained 
of the lack of means for coordinating defense matters with all 
the interested sectors of the government and for dealing v;ith 
them as a v/hole.^"^ The remedy adopted v/as the Committee of 
Imperial Defense. It was chaired by the Prime Minister and 
composed of high level officials designated by him. Its 
principal responsibilities v;ere to formulate “the principles 
to govern over defense” and to plan "the transition from peace 
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to v;ar. " Normally, the more important Cabinet Ministers and 
a few high ranking officers from each Service sat on this 
committee. In order not to interfere v;ith ministerial 
responsibility it was established strictly as an advisory body 
to the Cabinet. A small permanent secretariat \xas created to 
order its affairs, keep its records, and provide continuity to 
its proceedings. 

The CID v;as not designed to take executive control in 
i;ar nor had it any responsibility for Inter-servlce planning. 

In fact in World War I it was temporarily suspended and direc- 
tion of the combat effort v:as taken over by the Vfer Cabinet. 

It should be stressed that each Service remained separately 
responsible for its ovm planning and operations. In 1919 the 
Committee of Imperial Defense was reactivated. However, with 
the establishment of the Royal Air Force as a separate Service 
the need for intor-departmental coordination became more pressing 
and to fill this void the Chiefs of Staff Committee v/as estab- 
lished in 1924.^^ This was the first attempt to produce an 
"overall military policy" among the three Services. The 
Government had considered seriously establishing a Ministry 
of Defense to coordinate the military departments, but decided 
instead, in t 3 ^ically British style, to rely on a committee 
vmich included the professional heads of each Service. They 
were to have both an individual and collective responsibility 
for advising the CID on "defense policy as a v;hole."*^^ In 
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effect this was a sub-cocimittee charged with coordinating 

military matters Involving more than one Service and nahlng 

72 

Joint recommendations to the CID. Staff support was to he 
furnished hy a number of joint bodies composed of planning 
officers from all three branchos who v;ore to v;ork out the 
details on Joint natters* Thus were the first foundations laid 
for direct inter-Service cooperation. 

In 1959 a War Cabinet, on the World War I pattern, 

\re.Q established and it absorbed the machinery of the CID. 

When Mr. Churchill assximed the reins of government he took the 
title of Minister of Defense which confirmed his authority to 
asEXime personal direction of the war effort. Hov:ever, there 
v/as no Ministry of Defense as such* Ke v’orkod primarily 
through three groups. The Defense Committee (Operations), v;hich 
was composed of key Cabinet members and the Chiefs of Staff, 
examined military plans and took operational decisions on 
behalf of the V/ar Cabinet* Production programs v;ere super- 
vised by the Defense Committee (Supply) v;hich also acted for 
the Cabinet, For inter-Service matters Mr* Churchill dealt 
directly ^^ith the Chiefs of Staff Committee. This body acted 
in its coi*porate capacity to give operational instructions and 
strategic guidance to the armed forces* This was a considerable 
improvement over previous v;ars v^hen there v/as very little author- 
itative consultation betv/een military departments* No Ministry 
of Defense was created during this period* The responsibility 
for administration and for carrying out the directives of the 
CSC remained within the individual Service Departments. Under 
the press of v;artime and the influence of Mr* Churchill's force- 
ful personality this arrangement proved more than satisfactory. 
The three Services managed to irork together effectively and in 
harmony to’.mrd common ends. 

In December 1946 the Labor Government Initiated the 
first post-war modifications in Britain's security machinery* 

Its major provisions were to remain in effect for over a decade 
after the armistice. Although this act introduced some new 



42 

devices, it was priEarily intended to formalise the successful 
v:artime docision-aakins structure v:hich had grovm up under the 
stress of crisis. It v;as in no sense a “drastic break with the 
past,*’*^^ but rather the type of evolutionary stop which is 
characteristic of the British governmental process. The follow- 
ing paragraphs v;ill summarize the more significant features of 
these arrangements and then onamine the Royal Navy's relation- 
ship to this central structure. 

The Government i;as convinced that there was a need for 
more formal arrangements to unify defense policy. The tvj-o v;ar- 
timo Cabinet committees x^ore replaced by a Defense Committee. 

This body was to bo under the Chairmanship of the Prime 
Minister and was to be responsible to the Cabinet “both for 
the reviev/ of current strategy and the co-ordinating of depart- 
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mental action in preparation for v;ar. In addition to the 

Prime Minister there wore nine regular members - the Minister 
of Defense, the Lord President of the Council, the Foreign 
Secretary, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Service 
Ministers, the Ministers of Labor, and the Minister of Supply - 
and the Chiefs of Staff X'rould always be in attendance to proffer 
military advice. To assure flexibility the Prime Minister \:s.s 
given authority to invite other officials to attend as he felt 
conditions v;arranted. In essence this group replaced the old 
Committee of Imperial Defense and v;as authorized to deal with 
top level defense matters for the Cabinet. In more practical 
terms the Defenso Committee would be responsible for integrating 
the military effort x^rith tho Government's political objectives, 
formulating overall strategical guidelines for tho Services, 
allotting resources to defense and reviox/lng Service estimates. 
This x-;as the broadest kind of mandate, and the Defense Committee 
in actual practice dealt with the v;hole spectrum of policy 
problems. It should be emphasized, hov/ever, that this Committee's 
supervision was of a most general nature, and that like its pred- 
ecessor it relied heavily on the Chiefs of Staff for detailed 
military advice. 
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In order to shift a najor portion of the defense 
burden from the Prime Minister a new post, Minister of Defense, 
was created. He v;as also to bo Deputy Chairman of the Defense 
Committee, to preside over meetings of the Chiefs of Staff 
whenever he or they so desired, to administer inter-Servlce 
organisations, and to settle questions of general administra- 
tion where a common policy for all three military departments 
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was thought desirable. More important he was given responsi- 
bility for "the apportloriment , in broad outline, of available 
resources between the three Services in accordance with the 
strategic policy laid dov/n by the Defense Committee."' This 
v/as to include the framing of general policy to govern research 
and development and the correlation of production programs. It 
was hoped that this authority v;ould result in a "unified defense 
policy for all three Services. 

He v.^as to head an independent Ministry of Defense, but 
it was to include only a small staff of advisors and adminis- 
trators. The bulk of his informational planning and organi- 
zational support vras to be furnished by committees and Joint 
planning groups mad© up of eleaonts from the three Services and 
interested departments which conferred together periodically on 
security problems. This meant that ho lacked independent re- 
sources and still had to rely heavily on the three departments 
for staff support. In the long rxin this deficiency v/ould 
severely hamper his ability to control overall defense policy. 

The Chiefs of Staff committee was left unchanged and 
retained its responsibility for furnishing military advice to 
the Government and the Defense Committee, for formulating 
defense requirements, and for preparing strategic military 
plans. At the same time they were directed to advise the 
Minister of Defense on ail military matters, so that he would 
havo ample information on v;hich to base his decisions. Hov/ever, 
the right of the Chiefs of Staff to havo direct access to the 
Defense Committee v:as preserved. It was generally believed that 
this would offor the Services a form of protection against 
oppressive political dictation. 
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One conpietoly novel and interesting wrinkle v;as grafted 
on to this schene v.'hich obviously stenmed from the military's 
heavy reliance on scientists in VJorld VJar II. A Defense Re- 
search Policy Council v;as established "to socuro the continued 
and conpleto integration of military and scientific thought at 
all levels, and to see that, in planning defense research as a 
whole, account is taken of the scientific effort of the country 
in other fields in order that our resources may be efficiently 
and economically used. This Committee v;as to bo chaired by 
the Chief Scientist of ’the Ministry of Defense. It was com- 
posed of scientists and procurement officials from all three 
Services and the Ministry of Supply. In practice this group 
supervised the entire research program of the military estab- 
lishment. Mo project could bo undertaken without the approval 
of this body, and it assigned priorities to each and every 
development program. It was the major link between the Ministry 
of Supply and the military. In turn it offered the Services 
the only official organ (other than the Defense Committee or 
Cabinet) through which they could influence policies of the 
Ministry of Supply. This committee was to operate under the 
general guidance of the Minister of Defense. He would have the 
final voice in an irreconcilable dispute, but it would bo a rare 
instance v/hen he overruled the committee or its chairman. These 
were the main features of the policy organization which passed 
into law in 1946. 

The reforms referred to above left the Royal Navy's 
basic policy-making mechanisms unchanged. The Admiralty was a 
unique organization rooted in the pervasive traditions of the 
Royal Navy i;hich had stood the country in good stead since the 
late 1 800’s. The First Lord of the Admiralty, as the political 
head of the Royal Navy, was responsible to Parliament and the 
Prime Minister for the general conduct of all Admiralty business. 
Ho was supported by two other political appointees - the 
Parliamentary and Financial Secretary and the Civil Lord - who 
aided him in supervising and accounting for the expenditure of 
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funds. His professional assistants were seven Sea Lords, \jho 
were high ranking naval officers, and a top rank civil sorvant, 
the Pernanent Secretary. Each of these Individuals had an 
operational responsibility for cone particular area of activity 
under the authority of the First Lord. 

It is not inportant to go into any detail here except 
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to illustrate the general nature of the organization. Tho 

First Sea Lord, the professional head of the Royal Navy, was 

responsible "for general policy relating to naval strategy 

and tactics, 'and to ships, aircraft and v:eapons, for war 
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planning, and for operational direction of the Fleet." In 
addition to his responsibility to the First Lord, he was a 
Chief of Staff and as such dlroctly responsible to the Minister 
of Dei*ense and the Government. One of his most important re- 
sponsibilities was to head tho Naval Staff (this vras only a 
portion of the total staff of naval officers in the Admiralty). 
On the one hand this important group initiated general policy 
and material requirements of the Navy and on the other exercised 
general direction over naval operations. In the same manner the 
remaining Sea Lords each had a particular sphere of activity 
which vjas his individual rosponsibility. The Second Sea Lord 
v/as the head of personnel; the Third Sea Lord and Controller 
was responsible for the building and maintenance of ships, 
i;eapons and equipment; the Fourth Sea Lord handled all affairs 
concerning supplies and transport; and the Fifth Sea Lord super- 
vised general naval air policy. The Permanent Secretary was 
charged v;ith supervising tho administration of the Admiralty 
and coordinating Navy business with other Government departments. 
In thoir capacity as supervisors responsible for implementing 
directives, each of these professionals reported to the First 
Lord of the A.dmiralty. At the same tine they were to keep the 
First Soa Lord informed, so that he could coordinate their 
actions v;lth the plans and operations of the Fleet. 

However, each of these Individuals also sat on tho 
Board of Admiralty in his capacity not so much as an 



I 



adninistrator, but as a policy-naker. This famous institution 

had developed over* the years and had a history and significance 

all its own. In an earlier day Lord Fisher referred to it as 
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“that nyctorious and av/ful body. “ The membership of the 
Board in 19^^ w^aa composed of the First Lord and his ten 
assistants, and since 1872 it had had no official collective 
responsibility for tho conduct of v;ar or for the business of 
running tho Royal Navy, but had retained its role as a general 
council for advising the First Lord and First Sea Lord in 
regard to their special responsibilities to tho Government. 

In actual practice, however, its influence far exceeded that 
of merely a discussion group and advisory council. Nar oper- 
ations vjQre outside its scope, but every other typo of major 
policy problem was brought to tho Board for a collective deter- 
mination as to tho Navy's position. If there v:ore significant 
differences of opinion vrithin tho Navy on a policy issue, they 
were resolved within this body. It was here that tho diverse 
political and technical pressures generated within the Service 
itself were brought to bear on the decision-making process and 
reconciled. 

Predictably, the First Lord and First Sea Lord carry a 

major voice in the deliberations of this body, but it is a rare 
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occasion when they flout tho Board. Deeply ingrained tradi- 
tion, tho pact success of the oystem, tho complexity of modern 
equipment and political forces similar to those in any largo 
organisation have combined to presorve the Board’s collective 
responsibility and influence no matter what its legal mandate, 
“The responsibility for Board decisions is shared by all 

O 

members** ^ and in actual fact its task is to “build, direct, 
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maintain and administer the Royal Navy, Tho vlev;s put for- 
ward by tho Navy's loaders outside the v;alls of the Admiralty 
are without exception hammered out, refined and approved by the 
Board of Admiralty, It is the heart of tho Royal Navy’s policy 
mechanism. 

If a Sea Lord doslred to initiate a major change which 
v:ould effect the nation's overall strategical policy in any 
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manner, lio vrould first bring it to the Board of Admiralty. 

This body would possibly submit the matter to a study group and 
ask for the advice of the interested departments. After an ex- 
tended exchange of viows, memoranda and reports the consensus of 
the Board v;ould be formalised and approved. The First Sea Lord 
would then Inject the Board's recommendation into the Chiefs of 
Staff Committee machinery ’where it would undergo much the same 
process it underwent in the Admiralty. The First Sea Lord 
using the techniques of persuasion, negotiation and bargaining 
would attempt to obtain the approval of the CSC for the Navy ’ s 
suggestion. Such an endorsement indicates that the Chiefs of 
Staff have found it militarily desirable and recommend it for 
the consideration of the political leaders. 

Concurrently, the First Lord is laying the groundwork 
with the political side of the Govcrriment. He alerts the 
Minister of Defense as to vrhat the Admiralty has in mind and 
both formally and informally presents the Navy's case. This is 
a crucial part of the process, for the Minister of Defense’s 
endorsement is tantamount to Defense Committee approval. Over 
the years the Minister of Defense has become progressively more 
important in the making of policy, and consequently this role of 
the Navy's political head has become more crucial. If the decision 
is important enough to occasion a full fledged debate in the 
Defense Committee, the First Lord and his political assistants 
prepare the way for it by attempting to insure that it ’will 
receive the necessary support at that level. 

That Committee reviews the recommendations of the Chiefs 
of Staff Committee and solicits the viev:s of the assembled mem- 
bers, It is here that financial and partisan political con- 
siderations are given an opportunity to exert their full influence, 
and the Admiralty's suggestion is given its final test as to 
’whether it meshes into the overall security policy of the Govern- 
ment. Actually political, diplomatic and financial considerations 
are at v;ork all through this process. Often the Navy is continu- 
ally reshaping its original recommendation to make it more 
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acceptable to all interests concerned. Nevertheless, the 
Defense Connittee is the final court of appeal, and it is in 
this arena that opposing views which cannot bo modified at 
lower levels must be reconciled. 

This is necessarily an abbreviated description of an 
administrative process which in actual practice is both lengthy 
and involved. Hopefully it should suffice to enable the reader 
to follov; the evolution and intricacies of general post-war 
naval policy. 



This completes the technical, economic, diplomatic and 
administrative background. In summary Great Britain emerged 
from six years of total v;ar to confront a radically new world. 
Two industrial giants, the United States and the U.S.S.R., would 
soon crowd the lesser players into the t;ings, and Britain would 
enter an unprecedented period of decline as regards her economic 
and political stature in the society of nations. These develop- 
ments vrould inescapably require traumatic adjustments in British 
perspectives and correspondingly in the British way of life. 

The Royal Navy v;aa to be no exception. The nation's traditional 
maritime strategy had been undermined by technical developments 
and radical changes in the international distribution of power. 
In this altered milieu, the British nation would have to move 
foin-rard gradually and fool out the pressures which would in the 
end determine the shape of a nexf defense policy. It would be 
over a decade before the Government and the Admiralty would 
arrive at a viable accommodation with the economic, technical 
and international realities of the post-vjar era, and formulate 
a revised naval policy that could meet the now conditions \fith 
some promise of success. 
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CHAPTER III 



WAR TO PEACE; 1945-1948 

V/hen Germany collapsed In 1 9^5 Great Britain had 
5,100,000 men under arms.^ There was public clamor to return 
to "normalcy" as soon as possible, and tho Government made 
every effort 'to satisfy this demand. However, this was not 
an easy process. Groat Britain along with its allies had 
accumulated short term commitments as a result of the war v;hlch 
v;ould require troops and ships to fulfill. Even more Important 
it was not possible to formulate a long term defense policy 
until the international scene had stabilized somewhat, and the 
emerging patterns of pov:or had begun to clarify. Consequently 
the first fev; years after the war v/oro transitional from the 
military standpoint. Not until late 19‘^S did the British Navy 
complete its post-war contractions. Though tho transition was 
by no means complete, the beginning of 19^9 signified the 
return of the Navy to a peacetime posture. 

In surveying this period it is appropriate to begin 
with tho official image of tho Navy^s role, VJlth this picture 
in mind the inquiry can then move to a more practical level 
and reviev/ hov/ naval policy was Implemented in terms of money 
and men and v;hat factors governed those dispositions. Then 
a look at how the Admiralty chose to employ its resources 
v;ill furnish a basis for assessing the Navy's place in the 
defense establishment. 
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The Official Imag:e 



World V/ar II had left the proponents of British sea 
power in an uneasy position. The Fleet had played a major role 
in preserving the United Kingdom and the Empire. Men and ships 
had performed magnificently. Britain's senior Service could 
look back v^lth pride on its wartime contribution. On the other 
hand the war had not been particularly kind to the Royal Navy, 
At the signing of the Armistice the United States possessed 
the v/orld's largest fleet, and there \jas little question that 
with her tremendous resources she was destined to retain that 
predominance. This v/as the first time in several centuries 
that Britannia had been outmatched at sea. Even mors distres- 
sing, the Royal Navy had had to surrender its pre-eminent 
position within Britain's ovm defense heirarchy. During the 
"battle of Britain" the homo islands had been heavily attacked 
from the air, and the Fleet had played no part in this crucial 
struggle. As a result the Royal Air Force had established a 
credible claim as "the first line of defense." 

Just as the war ended an even more ominous shadow fell 
across the military scene. It was cast by atomic v;eapons. 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki made a profound impact on strategic 
thinking. Professionals and laymen alike began reexamining 
the traditional concepts of v^arfare and in some cases to ques- 
tion tho importance of warships and navies. These individuals, 
operating on the basis of limited Imov/ledge, were more than 

eager to cast aside conventional forces or at least to reduce 
2 

their roles. The proponents of sea power were justifiably 
apprehensive as to what lay ahead for the Royal Navy. 

This, of course, was not the first time that the 
British Fleet had faced difficult times. Professor Michael 
Lewis in The Navy of Britain -^ revealed a repetitive pattern 
in the way the English turn to their Navy in crisis, express 
their thanks in victory and neglect it in peacetime. The 
Admiralty was only too aware of the historical precedents, and 
tho Navy's leaders feared the rundown of forces that would 



i 



7? 

i- 



I 



I 



I 



57 

inevitably follow the armistice. On tho other hand World War II 
had not shaken their faith in tho need for a Navy, and even be- 
fore the conclusion of hostilities they were arguing for a 
strong peacetime Fleot both publicly and bohlnd-the-scones. 

There was little doubt as to where the Admiralty was 
to lay the emphasis In its post-war effort to keep attention 
riveted on the Fleet. The First Lord of the Admiralty, Mr. 

A.. V. Alexander, as early as March 19^5 described the U-boat 
war in some detail to the House of Commons stressing Britain's 
reliance on eoaborno supplies. He expressed the fervent hope 
that this fact would mover bo forgotten by "future First 
Lords, Boards of Admiralty, Governments or by the people of this 

,4 

country. Throughout the course of 19'^5 it became increasingly 
clear that the "protection of tho nation's sea lanes''^ v:as to 
bo the cornerstone of the Admiralty's case. The First Sea Lord 
soon Joined the fray v;ith a reference to the atom bomb. Speak- 
ing at Manchoster in December 19^5 Lo declared, "As long as 
Britain's existence depends on the safe arrival of morchant 
ships tho need for a British navy will remain, atom or no atom. 
Y/hile presenting the first post-v/ar Navy Estimates Mr. Alexander 
succinctly summed up the heart of the Navy's case: 

Our experience in the last war demonstrated once more 
that if we neglected the security of our communications 
v;e should bo at tho morcy of any aggressor. Ho vrauld 
have no need to incur the hazards of using the atomic 
bomb. He would simply, surely and swiftly destroy us 
by cutting our arteries at sea. 7 

Those v;ero tho first salvos in the crucial campaign to 
assure the Royal Navy a post-war role. In essence the Admiralty 
was falling back on the age-old doctrine which had buttressed 
the Navy over tho centuries - control of tho seas and protection 
of the trado routes. Of course its arguments had been updated. 
There were few references to tho Fleet's ability to protect the 
homeland or to carry offensive operations to the enemy. This 
reflected the Royal Navy's wartime experience. It could no 
longer single handedly protect the British isles; this had be- 
come a mission shared vrlth the Royal Air Force. In tho same 
vein amphibious operations wore Joint ones carried out with 
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the other two Services. On the other hand the bulk of the 
Fleet's effort from 1959 to 19^5 had been spent in keeping open 
the Mediterranean to merchant ships, fighting convoys through 
to America and Murmansk, and combatting the German U-boat and 
surface raiders. This appeared to be the one task v;hich the 
British Navy could still claim as its ovm, and the Sea Lords 
chose to lay the stress on it. 

These argximents struck a responsive note in many a 
British heart. Although a vocal minority insisted that atomic 
weapons had made naval forces obsolete, there was a general 
reluctance to abandon or modify a naval policy which had proved 
so successful in the past. There were no calls for Great 
Britain to overtake the United States or to recapture its 
naval ascendancy, but there v;as considerable pressure exerted 
in behalf of the Royal Navy. The first serious attempt to 
formulate a long range peacetime defense policy was made by 
a Chatham House Study Group formed in 1944, Its report was 

O 

published in the summer of 1946. V/hile it dealt v;ith the 

whole spectrum of national security problems it heavily 

emphasized the central role of naval forces. "The British 

Empire has been built and maintained on the basis of sea power. 

The whole position of this country in the world has depended 

upon it and it will continue to bo of vital Importance in the 

future,"^ Statements in the popular press and military journals 

reiterated this conception. They stressed the theme that "as 

long as the trade of the vjorld is carried in ships the core of 

the Empire’s defensive strength must be its Navy,"^*^ The House 

of Commons debate on the Navy Estimates in 1946 evoked numerous 

statements in a similar vein. Thus: 

Our Navy should be represented in all the major oceans, 
the smaller seas, throughout the British Empire and in 
every place where British lives and interests may be 
endangered. 1 1 

VJe must never again ask our merchant seamen to go to sea, 
voyage after voyage, year after year, with the inadequate 
protection they had during the early years of the war. 12 

The atomic bomb may change the type of ship, but it does not 
alter the mission of the Navy in controlling the sea. If our 
Navy were to be abandoned . . . all an enemy has to do is to 
cut our arteries at sea and destroy us, 13 
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These statements had a "pax Britannica" ring about 
then, V/hlle it was too early to foresee all the factors which 
would shapo post-war defense policy, it was obvious that the 
Royal Navy still had nany advocates and that V/orld V/ar II had 
not materially altered their faith in sea power or their con- 
ception of the Navy's role. Essentially they envisioned a 
fleet which would fulfill the traditional tasks of doninating 
the narrow seas and Insuring G-reat Britain's oceanic lifelines. 
Though they granted that the Royal Air Force would have a major 
share in the defense of the hone islands, they still insisted 
"nothing has happened during the last year which in any way 
diminishes the fact that the survival of England in war de- 
pends as ever upon her ability to maintain her sea communi- 

.. 1 A 

cations and seaborne trade across oceans. They were think- 

ing in "great power" terms. Britain had world-v^ide responsi- 
bilities, and in their eyes the Fleet v/as still the mortar v;hich 
held the Empire together. 

The V/hito Paper on Defense in February 19*^7 confirmed 
the Government's faith in the Navy's reasoning. Britain's 

1C 

peacetime military goals were described as : (1) security of 

the United Kingdom; (2) safeguarding of communications; 

(5) adequate forces to meet the requirements of the United 

Nations. It emphasized that the Navy v;ould bo Instrumental 

in attaining those ends. That same year the First Lord of the 

Admiralty in his statement which accompanied the Navy Estimates 

stressed the Fleet's fundamental mission as one of keeping "our 

vital linos of supply" open. This theme was even more heavily 

1 7 

pressed in the parliamentary debate. ‘ It ’was manifestly clear 
that until further evidence v;as available the official role of 
the British Navy with slight modifications was to remain sub- 
stantially what it had always been - to dominate the narrov/ 
seas and the ocean lanes vital to Britain, The Government had 
apparently not altered its previous high opinion of sea power. 

At least in the immediate future it was the nation's Intention 
to rely on its naval forces to a significant extent while it 
digested the technical lessons of World War II. However, naval 
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policy is neither totally made nor revealed by public statements 
in defense documents or on the floor of Parliament. It is 
rathor the resultant of converging forces, many of them non- 
military, and it is nov; appropriate to examine the more 
significant of thoso factors. 



Economic Pz'essures 



It was the Government's announced policy to complete 
demobilisation and to stabilise the armed forces on a peacetime 
footing at the earliest possible date. This course certainly 
reflected the mood of the nation. It was reinforced by the 
generally hold belief that the International situation would 
shortly level off and that the United Nations viould assume 
effective responsibility for maintaining the peace. In the 
same vein the Government v;as confident that the commitments 
acquired as a result of the v;ar ^;ould coon diminish and that 
the “Big Throe*' could successfully lead tho world in peace as 
well ’as in war.’ Although there was some controversy as to tho 
ultimate else and strength of the defense establishment there 
was nevertheless a general consensus that the Services could 
afford drastic reductions. 

The demands for rapid demobilization were by no means 
unique to tho period of to 19*^8. Actually evory previous 

post-war British Government had had to operate in a similar 
atmosphere. Hov;ever, there was a now and crucial consider- 
ation. Britain's post-v/ar economic problems proved to bo more 
critical than anyone had foreseen. The strain of v.'ar had 
severely taxed its industrial plant, depleted its capital 

reserves, loosened its overseas ties and generally damaged its 

1 8 

competitive position. It %?as essential that the maximum 
number of men be returned to civilian life to help in the 
rehabilitation of the economy and that defense scientists and 
workers be shifted to more productive areas. It v;as also 
necessary to reduce to the bare minimum any expenditures 
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v/hich injured th© bnlnnco of payments pocition. In order to 
revive the economy's health it uas Important to divert Industry 
from defense and to concentrate on products for sale abroad. 

Tho roquiremont for exports would have beon urgent 

under any circumstances, but the war was follov;ed by a 

succession of economic crises v/hich intensified the problem. 

In August 19^5 America terminated the xvartimo Lend-Lease 

arrangements v/hich v;as a sharp blov^ to Britain’s prospects 

for a quick post-war recovery. This void v;as later filled by 

a U. S.- Canadian loa,n, ^ on rather harsh terns. Almost 

immediately an adverse balance of trade began to plague the 

Goverrjuent . In 19*^6 the deficit 'was £298,000,000, and in 19^7 

20 

it increased sharply to £443,000,000. Conditions in many 
respects were even v;orse than during the vfar. Food shortages 
led to the rationing of bread and potatoes for the first time. 
The 1946-47 xvinter was excessively cold, and due to tho shortage 
of trained miners Britain’s fuel stocks dropped so low that 
power stations were forced to reduce their generating hours. 
Many factories manufacturing export goods had to discontinue 
production or v;ork part-time. In 1947 there ware temporarily 
1; 800, 000 xinemployed in the United Kingdom. 

At tho armistice tho country v/as heavily in debt to 
non-sterling countries. There was a strong desire to achieve 
full convertibility of sterling in order to facilitate free 
trade and the liquidation of these debts. In fact one of the 
conditions of tho U, S. -Canadian loan in December 1945 was 
that sterling should be made convertible by the summer of 1947. 
Convertibility ’was attempted in mid-19479 "but the balances 
held by countries outside the sterling area viero switched into 
dollars and gold at such a rapid rate that it was necessary 
to suspend the privilege. " This demonstrated clearly the 
sparseness of tho country's gold and dollar reserves, and 
precipitated a major financial crisis. It was essential that 
those resoirvos bo increased in order to buy from non-sterling 
countries and to sustain foreign trade through normal trad© 
cycles, /.gain, this required increased exports. 
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Tlia Governnent was casting about in every direction 
for ways to econooiso. The British nilitary comnitment in 
Greeco v;as passed to the United States in March 1947, Occupation 
costs in Geraany were reduced by negotiating an agreement with 
America vdiereby the latter relieved Britain of all dollar expend- 
itures in the Anglo-American sons and took over a largo share 

2"5 

of the occupation expenses. Attempts v;ere made to cut dovm 
imports and to negotiate v;ith govorienent s holding largo sterling 
balances, hoping to scale them domi. These 'i;ere striking indi- 
cations of Britain's economic v^eaknoss. Predictably, the 
Government came under increasing pressure to slash defense 
expenditures. 

This problem was reflected in the 194? V7hlte Paper on 
Defense which stressed ’’the urgent need of restoring a balanced 
peace economy at the earliest moment." The 1948 Defense State- 
ment mentioned balance of payments difficulties for the first 
time and emphasised the need for "a strong and sound economy 
with a flourishing industry. These were only the first of 
a long series of references, in post-v/ar White Papers, to 
Britain’s precarious economy. Hugh Dalton referred to the intra- 
goverrimental arguments over the demands of defense and the 
economy as "‘the Battle of the Balance of Payments. " As 
Chancellor of the Exchequer he led the fight to cut dovm defense 
expenditures and succeeded in materially reducing the Services' 
share of appropriations and manpov;er. In short, domestic 
economic considerations were largely to shape the post-war 
defense establishment. 

This can best be illustrated by examining the actual 
figures. In the last year of the war the military budget ran 
approximately £3,400,000,000 , and by 1948 it had sunk to 
£631 ,000,000.^*^ The total personnel in the Services had been 
reduced from 5»^ 00,000 to 800,000, The appropriation and man- 
pov7cr situation of the Navy over those years Is given in the 
follov;ing table: 

1945 1946 1947 1943 

Estimates in millions of pounds 1,100 255 1 9o 15^ 

Personnel in thousands 781 493 ^91 167 
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These figures indicate the drastic shrinkage of the 
resources available to the Navy during this transitional 
period. Comparatively, the Navy's budget was the lowest of 
the three Services. However, it rose from 15^ of the total 
defense budget in 19^6 to 22^ in By the end of this 

period the Royal Air Force v;ac drav;ing 24^ and the Army some 
40^.^^ This can be explained by looking at the nature of the 
nation's post-war military commitments. 

On the conclusion of hostilities with Germany and Japan 
the allies v/ere presented with a myriad of short term military 
obligations. These were mainly occupation and order-keeping 
tasks, and Great Britain inherited a large number of them. 
Throughout the 1946-48 period British forces were performing 
occupation duties in Germany, Japan, Italy, Austria and 
Venezia G-uilla; at the sane time they vzoro helping to maintain 
law and order in Indonesia, Palestine, Greece (xvithdrew in 
1947) and throughout the Empire. Those x^rero primarily commit- 
ments to bo fulfilled by troops. The Kav3r had the task of 
clearing the x-;artime minefields, and it maintained a blockade 
of Palestine to prevent unauthorized aliens from entering 
during the troubled months just before independence. In 
addition it xfas responsible for supplying and supporting the 
Croxm's far flung garrisons. But all in all these vrero duties 
x-;hich did not require largo numbers of men or ships. As a 
result the Army's demobilisation schedule lagged behind both 
of the other services and consistently throughout this period 
it received the lion's share of appropriations. 

One other consideration should bo mentioned x-7hich 
weighed heavily in the Admiralty's quest for funds and recog- 
nition. The Ro;7al Navy lacked a credible enemy. No major 
naval poxvers remained outside of the United States and England. 
Even the most diehard advocates of sea power had difficulties 
in arguing around this simple fact. Admiral of the Fleet Lord 
Chatfiold, a former First Sea Lord, confessed “never sinco 
Trafalgar has there been a time x:hen sea security, and all that 
it means to our nation and Empire, seemed loss endangcrod; never 
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has it given strategists less armioty, No one suggested 
that the United States i;as a likely or 'even possible threat. 
In the face of heavy economic burdens the lack of an enemy 
made it difficult to generate enthusiasm for naval appropria- 
tions, References to "precedent,” "vital sea lanes" and 
"ohov;ing the flag” v;ore not sufficient in themselves. Poli- 
ticians need tangible and imminent threats to arouse them. 

In the light of those circumstances it is not difficult to 
understand the drastic rundown v;hich the Royal Navy undor- 
v/ent during tho first fov/ post-war years. 

Interestingly enough this seems to have been a period 
of relatively little inter-corvice bitterness even though 
funds were scarce. There were many disagreements on the 
proper organisation of tho military/ establishments, and tho 
Chiefs of Staff Committee was unable "to reach agreement on 
a coherent strategic plan which meshed the rolos of all 
throe Services. Hevorthelesc, tho bitter competition for 
appropriations and primacy had not yet begun to aecelera.te. 
There was general consensus that contraction was tho order of 
the day and that tho Army must bear the brunt of tho nation’s 
occupation responsibilities. At tho same time it v;as hoped 
that this v;as a temporary requirement which vrould soon dis- 
appear, and there was little time or effort left for a bitter 
contest betvrecn branches. Tho tasks of demobilisation and 
pacification had severely dislocated the Services, and the 
painful adjustment to peacetime conditions fully occupied the 
energies of all three. This certainly described the Royal 
Navy. It had secured a place in the overall defense picture 
and v;as devoting its entire attention to the very pressing 
problems of forging a peacetime Fleet v/ith the limited 
resources available. 

It is instructive to note that despite continuing 
decreases in tho defense budget, no attempt v/as made to rede- 
fine the role of the military, or tho Navy in particular, In 
more austere terms. On the contrary the 1948 defense White 
Paper insisted that it v;as "the firm intention of His 
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Majesty’s Governraent to maintain tho forces which are needed 
to support its international policy, to insure the securitj'’ of 
the United Kingdom, to maintain its interests throughout the 
world and to enable it to play its full part in the preser- 
vation of vjorld peace. In commenting on tho Havy’s contri- 
bution to this effort lyir. John Dugdale, Parliamentary and 
Financial Secretary to the Admiralty, informed the House of 
Commons in 19^8 that "there is cause to be confident in the 
state of the Navy. ' In other words, despite the tremendous 
contraction of funds and personnel, the Royal Navy was still 
expected to carry out its traditional role. Uith this in mind 
it is pertinent to examine the manner in which the Admiralty 
employed its resources and tho tasks v;hich the Fleet v/as 
actually prepared to perform. 



Shins and Eouinmont 



It is manifest from the previous discussion that the 

major determinant of the post-v/ar rundovm of military forces 

was to be the state of tho economy and the need for exports. 

In an effort to furnish tho throe Services some kind of 

planning guidelines tho Labour Government in the v;inter of 

19^6 adopted a "Ton Year Rule" which directed the military to 
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assume there would be no major war for a decade.'^ Once before, 
in 19t9» the Goverrjaent had embraced such an assumption, and 
it governed defense planning until the early 1930’s - with 
rather disastorous results. It rationalised the Government’s 
policy of throttling do:m defense appropriations and stunted 
the grox-rth of weapons and tactics after World War I. In terms 
of nev; developments the British services stood still until 
t933 when this doctrine was discarded. Nevertheless, the 
Goverrmont roadopted this expedient in 

This seems to have been strictly a political decision. 
Tho Chiofa of Staff had no part in its adoption. In essence 
it v/as a political ruse to reconcile military demands v;lth an 
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extremely confining econony rather* than a strategical conclusion 
logically deduced fron a careful study of external affairs. 
Actually, the G-o'??ornsent * s decision represented sinply a recog- 
nition of the post-uar facts of life. Considering the problens 
facing the Government in the period ^ 9 ^, 6— ^8 It v;as probably 
inevitable that the armed forces i^ould have to make maxlaun 
use of v;artime stocks and that there could bo only minimum pro- 
duction of new v;oapons and equipment until Britain's financial 
position should Improve or tho international situation should 
detoriorate again. Groat Britain ijas by no means unique in its 
reluctance to x;rite off its tremendous wartime investment, for 
the United States likewise follov'od a policy of using v;artine 
equipment as long as possible. 

The one area in which this policy may have had some 
independent effect v;as research. The Government's scientists 
initiated several projects after the war v;ith the express 
intention of utilising a ten year development period. Even 
here, however, money was extremely tight, and it is doubtful 
that much more could have been accomplished no natter what the 
Government's ground rules. In any case, with the "cold xirar" 
intensification in the late 19*^;0's the Ten Year Rule was for- 
gotten. Nevertheless, this was tho official doctrine govern- 
ing military research and procurement during the 1946-48 period. 

With this in mind, it is now appropriate to examine how 
the Board of Admiralty employed its slender resources and v;hat 
v;as the physical character of the peacetime Fleet i^^hich survived 
the demobilisation. Although the Board's freedom of maneuver 
had been severely restricted by political decisions, it still 
had considerable control over the type of Navy which would 
emerge. On it v;ould fall tho burden of shaping the Navy’s 
general approach, of selecting the ships to be retained, of 
directing the Navy's limited research program, of training its 
forces and of formulating strategical and tactical maritime 
doctrine. 

This can best be done by first examining tho seagoing 
forces in 1949. By this time the Fleet had reached "the 
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man-power level contemplated for the next fev.' years''^ 
at its planned peacetime strength. The emphasis v/as nov; to 



be directed toward the ”v;elding 

nov; emerged, into an effective 

February 1 9k9 the Fleet ' s compo 
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summarized as follows: 

Home Fleet (British Isles) 

2 Light Carriers 
1 Battleship 
4 Cruisers 

16 Destroyers 
6 Frigates 
8 Submarines 

Pacific Fleet 

1 Light Carrier 

3 Cruisers 
8 Destroyers 
6 Frigates 

12 Submarines 



of the nev; Royal Navy, that has 
'ighting instrument . In 

it ion and deployment could be 



Mediterranean Fleet 

1 Fleet Carrier 
1 Light Carrier 
1 Battleship 
4 Cruisers 
16 Destroyers 
6 Frigates 
8 Submarines 



Nest Indies Squadron 

1 Cruiser 

2 Frigates 



South Atlantic Squadron 



East Indies Sauadron 



1 Cruiser 

2 Frigates 



2 Cruisers 
4 Frigates 



Training: and Exnerimental Shins Reserve Fleet 



2 Fleet Carriers 

2 Light Carriers 

3 Battleships 
2 Cruisers 

20 Destroyers 
25 Frigates 

4 Submarines 

2 Minesweepers 



3 Fleet Carriers 
1 Escort Carrier 
12 Cruisers 
65 Destroyers 
129 Frigates 
31 Submarines 
53 Minesv;eepers 
3 Minelayers 



The Government's attempts to economize v;ere certainly 
reflected in the size and nature of the Fleet. In the first 
three years after the war more than 1 ,250 ships of all descrip 
tions v;ere decommissioned. Approximately 500 were placed in 
reserve, 45 O sold or transferred to other navies, and more 
than 300 scrapped or destroyed in experiments. The last two 
figures included 11 battleships, 10 carriers, 34 cruisers. 
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over 200 destroyers and 90 cubrsarines*^^ More ceaningful is 
a coaparison vrith pre-uar years. Although the total number 
of ships is just slightly belou the average of the inter~\i'ar 
years, the number of major combatant types was considerably 
less. In 1959 there were 12 battleships, 5 battle cruisers, 

7 carriers and 60 cruisers available to the Admiralty, A 
quick glance at the above table will indicate that the 19-^8 
Fleet fell considerably below that figure. If just major 
ships in active commission were compared (ignoring vessels in 
reserve) the pre-war Fleet v;as one and one-half times the size 
of the post-war Navy. Sheer numbers are not necessarily 
accurate measures of power, but over the short time span of 
1959 to 1948 they certainly indicate that reduced appropria- 
tions and increased costs w'ere forcing the Royal Navy to work 
with considerably fewer ships than it v;as accustomed to or 
desired. 

Despite the references in hTaito Papers to the "new" 

Royal Navy, the most s'criking feature about the Fleet in 1948 

v,'as that it was in no- sense nev:. Essentially the Fleet v;-as a 

small replica of the vast World War II Navy both in composition 

and design. The ships themselves with fev; exceptions were of 

V/orld V7ar II vintage. Of the major units only two had been 

4 1 

completed since 1945 - one battleship and one light fleet 

AO 

carrier. “ Kov;sver, they v;ere of V7orld V/ar II design and had 
not been altered radically from their predecessors. None of 
the other capital ships had undergone modernization. All the 
cruisers v?ere hold-overs from the late war. Some twelve of 
che destroyers v/ere completed in 1946 and 194?, but these also, 
from the standpoint of design, v;ere essentially the same ships 
’Which v;on the "battle of the Atlantic." Fifteen new submarines 
joined the Fleet right after the armistice, but they included 
no new’ developments such as snorkels or high capacity batteries. 
Only three nev; frigates had been commissioned and no new mine- 
sv;eepers. 

The aircraft situation v;as comparable. By 1947 the 
Fleet Air Arm had returned the bulk of the American planes which 
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it had depended on during tho latter part of the v;ar and began 
to phase British aircraft into the Fleet, Again, hox:ever, these 
v:ere nodels v;hich had been put on the drauing board early in 
VJorld V/ar II, C'hoy had not been built sooner because other air- 
craft projects had had a higher priority. The two main types 
were the Firefly fighter and a combined torpedo and anti- 
submarine attach aircraft, the Sea Fury, Both of these v?ere 
conventional propeller driven planes \-;ith VJorld VJar II type 
performance. It v;as to be D950 before the Fleet Air Arm was 
fully equipped with even these aircraft. 

Needless to say this situation alarmed many of the 

Navy's supporters and inspired a continuous stream of calls 

for a larger peacetime Fleet. However, the main difficulty 

v;as not so much the lach of numbers in the standing forces. 

Desolte some embarrassing incidents which occurred during the 

44 

accelerated rundowns right after the war the active fleet in 
1948 v;as probably adequate for any of the tasks that might be 
put to it. It had carried out the Palestine Blockade v;ith 
commendable proficiency, 

6,000 mines in the first year after the v/ar.''" iJJngiisn occu- 
pation forces both in Europe and the Far East were admirably 
supported by Hoyal Navy units. In addition, many goodvrill 
cruises and courtesy visits were paid to the Commonwealth 
countries and foreign nations. By 1948 most of its occupation 
responsibilities had terminated and the Palestine Blockade v/as 
complete. The Fleet had its post-war training program in hand 
and v.’as operating at its full authorized strength. It was 
fully capable of sho^iTing the flag and handling the sort of 
peacetime chores v^hich characterized this brief period. 

As to a full scale v;ar, the Navy's ability was probably 
greater than its critics w'ould admit. The likelihood of con- 
flict appeared genuinely remote and even more unlikely without 
the U. S. as an ally. The only possible enemy v;as Russia, and 
even she didn’t soem a very likely prospect at that time. The 
Soviets did not have atomic v.'eapons, and their Navy was both 



British minesv/eepers cleared over 
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small and inexperienced. In addition most of England's 
comnunicat Ion lines vrers outside the range of Russian landbased 
aircraft. These factors all enhanced the Royal Navy's cap- 
abilities during the years of transition. 

Despite its reduced sise the Fleet was capable of 
dealing with any seaborne throat (excluding the U. S. Navy). 
There simply v;as no European or Asiatic Navy v;hich could pose 
an effective challenge. The Mediterranean vdnich had proved so 
vulnerable during the v/ar still was a cause for concern, but 
if necessary the Admiralty had five carriers in the active 
forces v;hich it could commit in this narrow sea, and they 
carried approximately 250 aircraft. In a crisis there v;ere 
another seven available which could be activated. All-in-all 
the Fleet in 1 9^8 was more imposing than it v/as often given 
credit for being and certainly adequate for meeting any 
likely contingency. 

This does not mean that the Admiralty had no serious 
problems. The major concern v;as not in meeting current 
commitments, but future ones. The cuts in the Navy Estimates 
had virtually brought new construction to a standstill, and 
there v;ere no plans in hand for relieving the obsolescence 
which would eventually overtake the Fleet v.dth a rush. Only 
a trickle of new aircraft were coming into the Fleet and there 
V7ere no plans for any large scale replacements. By 1950 the 
Fleet Air Arm's first-line squadrons i;ould be unable to com- 
pete V7ith many types of land-based aircraft - particularly the 
jets \';hich v/ere rapidly coming into service in both the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. This v;as the beginning of a post-vrar 
deficiency v;hich had not been fully corrected in the 196o's. 

It is one thing to put off committing a Navy to a definite 
course of action until the strategical picture clears; it is 
another not to replace or modernize ships and aircraft system- 
atically, This means that vrhen steps are taken to update the 
Fleet immense expense and time v;ill be required, and its 
ability to respond or expand in the event of a crisis is 
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eorrsspondinsly reduced. The slow dov/n ir. ship construction 
Vitaliy effected t’ne Fleet Air Am. World War II carriers v;ere 
not capable of handling high-perfomance aircraft and before a 
nev; generation of planes could be introduced either new or 
modernized carriers would have to be built. There v;sre few 
signs that this discrepancy ’jould be corrected. Due to the 
long periods of time involved in planning and construction a 
fore sighted navy must alv/ays be looking ahead and building for 
tomorrow. In 19^‘8 the Royal Navy v;as standing still as far as 
its physical equipment was concerned. This policy v:as to exact 
a high cost in coming years. 

Strategy and Doctrine 

Thus far the discussion has dealt only with the effect 
of the post-ifar rundovm on the physical equipment of the Fleet, 
Certainly the bulk of the criticism leveled at the Government 
concerned the rapid reduction of personnel and numbers of 
ships. For this study, however, more important than the 
material situation in this period is the trend of the 
Admiralty's strategical and tactical thinking. To a great 
extent this would dominate the direction of future development 
and the evolution of the Fleet's role. In other v;ords it is 
vital to consider *\fhat kind of war the A.(j.niiralty v.^as preparing 
to fight and vmat missions it expected the Fleet to perform 
or not" to perform. These are extr*emely important elements of 
overall naval policy. 

The general organj zpt.i on of the Fleet outlined in the 

chart on page is significant in itself. It is identical 

to that of pre-v/ar days. The heaviest concentrations were in 

the British Isles and the Mediterranean, supplemented by small 

squadrons on the outlying stations. The emphasis v;as on 

control of the narrov; seas v;ith particular stress on the Suez 

46 

lifeline to the Far East. Despite extensive cuts in appro- 
priations and reductions in the number of active ships all the 
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pre-v/ar coramands had been reconstituted. Each of the chief 
overseas naval bases and dock 3 rards had been reactivated. The 
White Ensign uas once again represented in every major ocean 
of the vjorld. There was little doubt that the Royal Navy 
intended to take up its colonial duties v/here it had left off 
in 1939» Not only the Government, but also the Admiralty was 
thinking in traditional and Great Power terms. Lack of funds 
was cutting drastically into the Fleet's available forces, but 
nevertheless there seemed to be a built-in resistance to cutting 
responsibilities. It would be several years before the Admiralty 
v;ould make any compromises in its far flung deplo 3 rmonts or 
command-structure in order to tailor the active forces to the 
economic realities of the post-war era. The reluctance to match 
resources and commitments has been one of the most striking 
features of the general British reaction to the post-war decline 
in v/orld stature. The Royal Navy likev;ise exhibited this 
characteristic for almost a decade after World Vfar II. 

The backbone of the fighting formations was to be the 
carrier supported by cruisers and smaller combatant types. This 
development reflected the one major departure from pre-war 
doctrine. The Royal Navy starting in 19^6 had steadily deem- 
phasized the ‘’battlevragon. ** The rise of the aircraft carrier 
as the nev/ capital ship excited more press comment than any 
other post-war step taken by the Admiralty. Each decision to 
decommission or scrap a battleship was reported with a groat 
deal of fanfare and greeted with cries of alarm or rejoicing 
depending on the observer's perspective and sympathies. 

In 1959 wTien Britain declared v/ar the Fleet was built 
around the dreadnought. At that time the Navy had fifteen 
capital ships and six aircraft carriers, only one of which had 
been built from the keel up as a carrier. In short order 
both the British and American navies gained a new respect for 
naval air power. Surface ships proved to be particularly vul- 
nerable to air attack, and it tJ’as extremely hazardous for them 
to operate v/ithout fighter protection. The shortage of British 
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carriers made the Royal Navy rely strongly on its capital ships 
particularly in the early stages of the war. But as the Fleet 

Air Arm expanded it took over a progressively larger share of 

, ‘ 48 

the Fleet s offensive and defensive duties. The rise of the 



aircraft carrier as a naval weapon is too well known to repeat 

at length, Hov;ever, what is not generally realized is hov/ 

markedly the emphasis changed in the Royal Navy during the war. 

In ^9^5 the Admiralty had fifteen capital ships at sea and only 

one on the v/ays. In contrast to this there were fifteen attack 

and light carriers for work with the major fleets, and nine 

building. In addition the Royal Navy had in commission forty 

escort carriers (thirty-four of these wore on loan from one 

United orates; wnicn. v;ere engaged in convoy and anti-suomarine 
4g 

V7ork. World War II had very definitely turned the Royal Navy 
to air power. 



As the Admiralty entered the post-war era it v/as 
inevitable that it vas to lay increasing emphasis on the Fleet 
Air Arm. Its v^artime performance could hardly be denied, and 
American experience likewise testified that the carrier had 



replaced the battlewagon. Under the relentless pressure of 
the Government ■" s economies the Board of Admiralty had to make 
a decision betv^een the dreadnought and the carrier. It was 
impossible to support a large number of both. Despite the 



popular impression that the Royal Navy v;as reluctant to part 
with the battleship, the shift to carriers xras made with 
remarkably little dissent. ’’As money got tighter no matter 
how attached the senior officers were sentimentally to the 
battleships V7e had little' choice but to elect the ships that 



had proved the moso versatile and could give us the most 
repurn for our money.”^^ The fact that carriers are essen- 
tially capital ships themselves made the new policy mors 
palatable to the ’’surface sailors” and gave it an air of 
conpinuity v/itli the past. It v/ould be a mistake to under- 
estimate the importance of this consideration in a Service 
that had been built around the “ship-of-the-line” 
the “dreadnought” for over 200 years. 



and then 
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It is interesting to note that during this period there 
v.'cro no aviators on the Board of Admiralty, although a number 



had commanded aviation units and carriers during the v/ar. The 
pre-v;ar Fleet Air Arm had been a part of the Royal Air Force , 
and vhon it v.'as transferred to the Admiralty in 1939 there v;ere 
only 200 pilots in the uhole force, and they vjero practically 
without exception junior officers* Of course, the aviation 
branch underv;cnt great expansion during the uar, but it never- 
theless v;as to be several years before any number of aviators 
v;ould make their v;ay to flag rank and positions of high responsi- 



bility, In the immediate post-\;ar years there were a number of 
competent younger fliers v;ho had fought the war at sea and were 
beginning to make their Influence felt in the Navy’s planning 
circles, but it v;ould be some time before they moved into the 
senior posts. In 1949 there '.:ore approximately 800 pilots 
out of a total of over 10,000 officers in the Royal Navy, and 



about a quarter of the Navy s personnel vjere involved directly 

S3 

or indirectly x;ith the Fleet Air Arm, In recognition of the 
increasing importance of aviation a nev; post had been created 



on the Board in 1945 - Fifth Sea Lord (A*ir) - to be responsible 
for the general direction and coordination of naval air policy. 
This appointment strengthened the Fleet Air Arm and gave it a 
direct charuiel to the Sea Lords. Nevertheless, the Board was 
dominated by "surface” Admirals, and it is to their credit 
that they elected for 'aircraft carriers as opposed to the 



battleship in the immediate post-v;ar period. 

Still, the Board’s turn to the Fleet Air Arm was 
qualified by its experience. There v/as a general consensus 
that the Navy must rely on carriers for its main strength, but 
there was by no means the same agreement on ho^-/ carriers were 
to be employed. It was here that the traditional biases of the 



senior Admirals showed their ugly heads. Just as World War II 
equipment v/as still in use, the Admiralty’s thinking on the 
central purpose of the Fleet had likev/ise changed very little 
from 1939 . It- v/as designed to fight other naval forces - air, 
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surface, and submarine. As previously noted a number of 
squadrons bad received nev; planes, but they v/ere VJorld bar II 
type aircraft ijith very little versatility. The carrier's 
main offensive punch was represented by the Sea Fury vfaich 
was capable of carrying torpedoes, depth charges and armor 
piercing bombs. It V7as designed to strike surface ships and 
submarines. The Fleet’s newest fighter, the Firefly, was 
intended to fend off attacking bombers, but v;as not designed 
to counter land-based fighters nor to strike targets on its 
own. A very limited amount of research was going into naval 
aircraft. The Admiralty v^as putelng some effort into develop- 
ing a jet fighter in conjunction xrith the RAF. But what little 
emphasis funds would allow' w'as being put on an experimental 
aircraft designated the G-R'il/^S which would be configured to 
perform reconnaissance , spot gunfire and attack surface ships 
with bombs. It represented verj^ little if any change in the 
basic tactical thinking of the Admiralty since pre-war days. 

Many of the younger officers, particularly pilots, 
v;ould like to have seen the 2Tavy expand its offensive scope. 

They cited the American experience in the Pacific where 
carrier aircraft challenged land-based fighters for control 
of the air over enemy territory, struck shore targets and 
supported amphibious landings, but they had little success in 
imposing their views on the Navy’s leaders. This can be best 
explained by reference to the British naval experience in 
V/orld War II; it was considerably different than that of the 
Americans. 

54 

British carriers vrere employed in three main theatres. 

In the Mediterranean they were utilised primarily to protect 
the Malta bound convoys originating in Gibraltar and Alexandria. 
In these narrov; vjaters the Fleet v;as constantly operating w'ith- 
in range of German and Italian land-based bombers, and fighter 
air cover for the convoys was desperately needed. Due to the 
shortage of carriers they mot-q used almost exclusively in this 
role and very sparingly to attack other forces on land^^ In the 
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North Atlantic the carriers of the Hone Fleet viere used to 
furnish air cover for convoys and v/arships operating off 
Scandinavia and Iceland. Offensively they Vi'ere employed to 
harass the Scandinavian coastal trade and German pocket battle- 
ships holed up in northern harbors and fiords. When a surface 
raider broke out they often played a prime role in the search 
and, \';cathGr permitting, in the attack. Their most famous 
exploit of course v;as the finding and v;ounding of the Bismarck 
in May 19 ^^ which was eventually destroyed by the combined 
action of planes and surface craft. On the trade routes in 
mid-Atlantic small carriers vjere utilized v/lth telling effect 
both in escorting convoys and as the main unit in hunter-killer 
groups. They proved to be a particularly effective complement 
to surface escorts in convoy xi^ork both against submarines and 
air attack. 

It should be clear that British naval aircraft were 
employed almost exclusively in a defensive role or against other 
ses-going forces. They maae remarkably fev; wartime sorties 
against, land targets and v;ere never employed to support ground 
troops. Due to the geography of the combat zones the large 
European amphibious landings were covered by land-based planes. 
Four of the Hoyal Navy’s attack carriers v.'ere deployed to the 
V/estern Pacific during the last two months of the v;ar vmere 
they operated with American task forces and witnessed seaborne 
aircraft attack land targets v;ith impunity. This exposure was 
enough to whet the appetite of some individual aviators for 
expanding the role of the Fleet Air Arm, but it v;as not suffi- 
cient to divert the Admiralty to a nev.' v;ay of using its air 
pov;er. The Sea Lords still envisioned the carrier as a 
glorified battleship v^hose primary purpose was to protect the 
Fleet from air bombardment and attack other naval forces. 

In much the same manner political pressures and history 
led the Royal Navy to neglect amphibious warfare. Prior to 
1933 the Admiralty had completely ignored the possibility of 
having to make opposed amphibious landings. Ever since the 
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Gallipoli Operation in 1916 there had been a general feeling 
in the British military that such landings were not practical 
in modern v/arfare. This belief was strong enough to prevent 
any amphibious planning or training being undertaken in the 
inter-war years. Only the imminence of a major war reversed 
the trend and even then almost a year had to pass before a 
serious organisation evolved for studying, planning and imple- 
menting joint operations involving all three Services. After 
some halting starts a Combined Operations Headquarters vi&a 
established in 19-^;-0 vhich took over the prime responsibility 



for these tasks, and it v;as out of this office that many of 
the amphibious techniques and equipment employed later in the 
v;ar originated. The Royal llavy's experience viith amphibious 
landings during World War IZ differed from that of the U. S. 
Navy in some significant respects, and this contributed in large 
measure to the Admiralty's post-v;ar attitude toi;ard its 
amphibious responsibilities. 

In the Pacific the U. S« Navy was conducting a series 
of amphibious landings in order to gain bases which v/ould 
allow it to project its naval pov:er further into the Western 
Pacific. It v;as basically a maritime operation conceived, 
directed and implemented by the U. S. Navy, The major amphib- 
ious efforts in v:hich the Royal Navy participated, such as 
Sicily, Ansio and Normandy wore designed merely to transport 
the Army from one place to another. In essence the Royal Navy 
was merely supporting what was basically a land campaign. Its 
ships put Army troops ashore and assisted them \i,'ith gunfire. 



Air support vs.3 furnished by land-based air forces, and once 
the troops had a secure hold ashore the Navy no longer played 



a significant part in the drama, 
glamorous nor attractive, and the 



This type of work %;as neither 
Royal Navy never considered it 



part of its basic mission. It \';as Just an extracurricular 



burden which it had assumed under the press of v;artime demands, 
and it is hardly surprising that this attitude persisted into 



the post-T;ar period. 
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In this regard the role played by the Royal Marines 
should be quickly mentioned. Unlike the U. S, Marine Corps 
the Royal Marines had never had a responsibility for amphibious 
v;arfare. They had been employed in a variety of duties both 
afloat and ashore but never in specific units organized to 
conduct opposed landings. As a result up until World War II 
there was no military organization in Britain primarily con- 
cerned with this problem. Once the Combined Operations Headquarters 
commenced organizing forays against Continental Europe both 
the Army and Marines furnished troops which were organized into 
special "commando" units. Their exploits in raiding the 
Continent became famous throughout the world, and their exper- 
ience with amphibious operations formed the basis for the later 
major operations in Europe. After the war the Combined Operations 
Headquarters was retained, because it was believed that amphib- 
ious operations involving all three Services could be better 
looked after by a joint organization reporting to the Ministry 
of Defense. However, it became merely a training organization 
with only a skeleton staff of personnel assigned to it per- 
manently. In the final analysis this meant that neither the 
Army, Navy or Air Force had any special responsibility for 
amphibious operations, and the office that was interested did 
not have any means for extracting resources from any of the 
three Services against their will. 

On the conclusion of hostilities the Royal Marines 

faced a particularly trying period. The Marine leadership hoped 

to carve out an amphibious role for the Royal Marines on the 

pattern of the U. S. Marine Corps, and thereby furnish the 

organization with a firm and unique Justification v/hich would 

assure its survival. However, the desperate need for troops 

and the shortage of money postponed any serious moves in this 

direction. In fact the future of the Royal Marinos was in 

serious doubt at least once due to the pressure to cut-back 

gS 

the Services.-'^ Organizationally the Marines were a part of 
the Navy and received their money as part of the Navy vote. 
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The Adjudant General did not sit on the Board of Admiralty, 

' nor vas he represented on the Naval Staff which included the 
First Sea Lord's close operational advisors. This put him in 
a poor position to exert influence or to present his views. 

The Admiralty has always kept firm control over the seagoing 
soldiers, and the Marines have been more or less at the mercy 
of thoir naval seniors. Traditionally the Marines have felt 
that they were tolerated as long as they v/ere "tame soldiers, 
not costing too much, not having ideas above their station, 
not quite soldiers." From a practical political standpoint 
this meant that although the Royal Marines were eager to see 
a strong amphibious capability developed, they could exert very 
little effective pressure in this regard. 

The net result was that the Navy's attitude toward 
amphibious vessels was similar to the Royal Air Force's toward 
air lift. Both Services considered these tasks as detracting 
from their major missions and gave them the minimum of 
attention. Once the Government throttled down on funds it 
was inevitable that amphibious equipment , planning and train- 
ing would suffer, because it was at the bottom of the Navy's 
priority list. In order to assist the Combined Operations 
Headquarters the Admiralty kept a skeleton training squadron 
in commission which consisted of only 4 LST's, 5 LCT's and 
7 LCA's. These ships were manned by reduced crev/s and v;ould 
require additional personnel and maintenance before they 
could be deployed. They were stationed in England and the 
sole purpose of this squadron "was to keep amphibious tech- 
niques alive. There was no ’intention to provide a ready 
amphibious capability. Once again here was an Important area 
of naval warfare which budget pressures and historical back- 
ground were leading the Royal Navy to neglect. 

In combination with carrier strike forces and highly 
developed amphibious techniques V/orld War II had witnessed 
noteworthy strides in naval logistics. American task forces 
in the Pacific had been forced to operate for months at sea 
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hundreds of miles from their supply bases. This was made 
possible by an extensive and modern fleet train which could 
operate at high speed and replenish warships underway in the 
combat zone. Elaborate vessels, equipment and procedures 
were developed for transferring fuel, supplies, ammunition, 
food, repair parts and people at sea under varying conditions 
of sea and weather. Complementing these replenishment task 
forces were a variety of maintenance ships which could move 
into newly acquired bases and without requiring any shore 
support could offer the fleet extensive maintenance support. 

In many respects these were the most important naval develop- 
ments to come out of V/orld V/ar II, for they actually made it 
possible for task forces to operate Independent of shore 
bases and dockyards for months on end. However, the Royal 
Navy's wartime experience was again quite different. 

Great Britain's enviable complex of bases had 
traditionally facilitated the Royal Navy's world-wide deploy- 
ment. At the same time, however, it had tied the seagoing 
forces to shore bases. V/orld War II generated litx-ie change 
in this regard. The main British fleets in the Atlantic and 
Mediterranean alv/ays were in close proximity of both operating 
bases and repair facilities. Ships on convoy v/ork were often 
refueled at sea, but, aside from this one operation, British 
warships were not trained in underway replenishment nor did 
they have an extensive fleet train. In the same vein they 
depended on shore support for repairs. In 19^5 the Royal Navy 
was still a "short legged" force. In the post-war era this was 
to allow the Admiralty to concentrate its scarce funds on fight- 
ing forces rather than supply ships. Unfortunately , it delayed 
efforts to develop ships and techniques which make fleets 
Independent of close shore support. 

By 1 9A8 there were signs of change in the air. India, 
Pakistan and Ceylon had received self-government and become 
members of the Commonwealth. Burma had been granted full inde- 
pendence, having chosen not to remain in the Empire. Although 
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British forces had, been withdrawn, the military bases in these 
countries were still available to the Royal Navy. However, 
their security and usefulness had been definitely impaired. 
Moreover there were Indications that these were only the first 
breaks in the dam. Hovj long would colonial bases be available 
in a post-v;ar v^orld fired by nationalism? Nevertheless, the 
Royal Navy was still thinking in traditional terms, and there 
were few signs that its attitude toward logistics support 
was changing. 

The Admiralty's reluctance to cast aside its traditional 
thinking was further evidenced by its Insistence on maintaining 
a large reserve fleet. In the face of harsh economies which 
drastically reduced the active fleet, the Navy's leaders laid 
considerable stress on this device. In the years 19^6 to 19^8 
over 400 units were consigned to mothballs and over 300 of 
these were combatant ships. This move was inspired by the 
Navy's experience in the inter-war years. After World War I 
hundreds of ships were scrapped or allowed to rot, yet in 1941 
fifty overage destroyers obtained from the United States had 
made a substantial difference in the battle against German 
U-boats. The reserve fleet was considered by the Sea Lords 
to be a counter to the post-war economy drive. It was fer- 
vently believed that sheer numbers were a crucial item, and 
\fith a minimum of routine maintenance the reserve fleet could 
be kept available on short notice to supplement the active fleet. 
This policy undoubtedly assumed another conventional war similar 
to World War II where huge convoys would have to fight through 
to Europe and large numbers of escorts v;ould bo required to 
protect them. 

Of course this policy consumed resources. By 1949 some 
8,500 men were engaged in the reserve fleet upkeep, and it was 
absorbing over £10,000,000 a year in funds. This was as much 
as v;as going into research. The reserve fleet also seemed to 
give the Navy a sense of comfort about its reduced size that 
was scarcely Justified. It was impossible to keep these ships 
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continually in serviceable condition, and the problems of 
preventing deterioration were formidable. Before vessels could 
be returned to active duty they inevitably required work and 
expenditures as Korea v;as to prove. Similarly, the rapid 
advance of technology was soon to make these ships obsolete 
and a dubious asset. Perhaps more important this rather expen- 
sive policy turned the Navy's attention away from the new 
military problems which were developing and gave it a vested 
interest in a World War II type of conflict where the reserve 
fleet would be useful. This could be dangerous in an era v;hich 
was chiefly characterized by rapid change. 

In essence the Fleet was preparing to fight a general 
war on the same pattern as it had fought World War II. The 
Admiralty envisioned a protracted conflict at sea where the 
Objective was to keep open Britain’s supply routes and communi- 
cations with the Empire. The primary enemy would be other 
naval forces - surface, air and submarines. Using its far 
flung bases the Fleet’s objective would be to deny the sea 
to the enemy and to assure “the safe and timely arrival of 
convoys. Just as its equipment was of World War II vintage, 

the "Admiralty’s doctrinal thinking had changed very little 
64 

since 1939»" The emphasis on air power was a new wrinkle, 
but otherwise the Fleet had a decisive pre-war character. 

It should be emphasized that the Navy’s planners were 
suffering from the same handicap that its political advocates 
were. They had no credible enemy. Only the United States 
possessed a large navy, and it v/as not considered a likely 
enemy. The cold war had not started in earnest yet, and Russia 
v;as not considered a naval power. Great Britain's immediate 
post-v;ar tasks had not presented the Navy with any unusual tasks 
or problems which would direct its attention away from the tra- 
ditional practices. Mlitary planning without tangible oppo- 
nents is like navigating without a compass. "There is no more 
frustrating experience than planning to fight ’a mythical 
nation. The only real guidepost available was experience 
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and In that light it is easy to understand how British naval 
planning, beset \vith crushing economic limitations took the 
course it did. 

One other area of endeavour bears examination. The 
one item vrhich stood to affect naval warfare profoundly was 
the atonic bomb. Those critics who deprecated the value of 
seaborne forces based their entire argument on the destructive 
power of such v/eapons. The investigation will now look closely 
at the Royal Navy's relationship to atonic research and 
fission v/eapons. 



Adm iralty and the Bomb 



Government loaders constantly attempted to cushion 
the effect of the cut-back in forces by referring to the 
icimediate post-war period as a transitional one and stressing 
the uncertainties which beset modern military science. They 
Insisted ohat the lessons of the war must be digested before 
firm policies could emerge and assured the country that a 
concentrated effort must go into research looking to the 
future rather than the present. Lord Chatfleld discussing 
this policy in the House of Lords in 19^7 cautioned that "we 
must be careful how the Government use that priority. It was 
used in the peace years (inter-war years) as a means of pre- 
venting anything being done for the Services. These were 
words of wisdom. There is no question that the Government 
was exaggerating the effort it was putting into research in 
order to make defense reductions more palatable. The Govern- 
ment was to discover that in the atomic era an extensive re- 
search effort was to cost a great deal of money, and it was 
impossible to conduct a broad and deep program on limited funds. 

In fact the emphasis in the early post-war years v/as 
to be more relative than absolute. In 1 9‘^8 the Navy was still 
having difficulties inaugurating its post-v;ar research program. 
The First Lord in 19^8 stressed that due to the shortage of 
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trained scientists and technicians and problems in establishing 
laboratories "progress in all branches of research and develop- 
ment work continues under handicap. The amounts spent on 

research are difficult to determine with accuracy since they are 
burled in the defense accounting system under several cate- 
gories. The 19“^S Navy Estimates asked for about £9,000,000 
to be spent on experimental v;ork funded by the Admiralty. 

This figure compared v;lth approximately £ 700,000 spent annually 
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before the war. On the other hand it is less than a fourth 

being spent today. The £9,000,000 covered all the Navy's 
hydrographic work, its observatories, and the building of new 
laboratories. This left approximately £4,000,000 for actual 
research projects to improve Navy material. By post-v;ar 
stazidards this is a depressing figure for an organization the 
size of the Royal Navy, This allov;ed the Admiralty to devote 
some attention to ship propulsion plants and hull design. ^ 

A part of this effort was the investigation of the effects of 
radiation and atomic blast. Although these efforts vrere 
modest they paved the way for the well designed frigates which 
were built in the 1950's, In addition naval scientists did 
some work on submarine snorkels and high capacity batteries. 
Anti-submarine equipment was likewise receiving some attention, 
but it had no particular priority. 

The Ministry of Supply funded all atomic, aircraft 
and missile research for all three Services. The Supply Esti- 
mates gave no hint as to hov; its research money was divided. 

In 19^8 the Ministry of Supply received an appropriation for 
£6l million but this sum had to go a long way,*^^ There is 

little question that missile and aircraft projects were like- 
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■wise operating on rather slender appropriations. This could 
be attributed to several factors. In the first place atomic 
research and housekeeping tasks took the great bulk of the 
budget, and there was very little left for other research. 
Secondly, v;ork on missiles and supersonic aircraft was still 
in its infancy, and early predictions of the resources required 
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turned out to be vastly under-estimated. On top of this the 
Defense Research Policy Committee controlled the priority of 
all military experimental projects, and it was applying the 
Ten Year Rule rigorously except in the area of nuclear weapons. 
Despite the "highest priority" avjarded to research it was being 
throttled to 'meet a ten year development period, instead of 
proceeding on a rush basis. "There was in fact very little 
genuine weapon development other than that of the atomic bomb 
during the forties. 

This v?as illustrated by the Navy's experience. Within 
the Ministry of Supply the Admiralty v;as pushing for a new 
general purpose Jet aircraft. Hov;ever, it \ira3 the mld-1950's 
before the Fleet Air Arm received jet aircraft. In 19^7 v;ork 
began within the Ministry of Supply on what was later to be 
called the Seaslug missile. This was a truly sophisticated 
project which was to give surface ships protection against 
supersonic aircraft. Hov/ever, British scientists were Just 
beginning to discover the uncertainties of missile research, 
and too fevi resources v/ere devoted to the program. As a 
result it w'ould be over fourteen years before the Fleet received 
this weapon. Surprisingly the emphasis here v;as solely on anti- 
aircraft missiles and little interest was expressed in other 
types of missiles for shipboard use. All in all this was a 
rather restricted research effort v;hlch hardly promised to 
keep the Royal Navy in the forefront of naval warfare. In all 
fairness this can be attributed fundamentally not to the lack 
of foresight but the lack of funds. 

As previously mentioned there was one important excep- 
tion to this general pattern and that was atomic weapons. The 
Government was determined to Join the "nuclear club" . The 
Ten Year Rule had no application here. Because of the Immense 
significance of this effort it is pertinent to etch in some of 
the historical background before discussing the Admiralty's 
relationship to the program. 

The atomic bombs v/hlch were dropped at Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki were the final result of a Joint Amerlcan-Brit Ish- 
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Canaalan research effort which had been launchea early in 

V/orld War II. Hov/ever, the actual production of the bomb for 

a number of reasons had taken place in the United States and 

for all intents and purposes had become a solely American oro- 

ject.'"^ For the first year after the war Prime Minister A,ttlee 

attempted through a series of Intricate negotiations to obtain 

production information from the Americans. These efforts 

collapsed v/ith the passage of the McMahon Act in July 1946 

which forbade the dissemination of such information to any 

foreign country. This v^as a bitter blow to the English, and 

many of them considered it a gross betrayal of contracts made 
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in the fullest faith and confidence. ' 

There had never been an 3 i^ doubt in the Government ' s mind 
that Britain v/ould establish its ovni atomic energy program 
irrespective of U. S. cooperation. British scientists had been 
urging the creation of an atomic research agency since 1943- and 
as early as August 1945 Mr. Attlee had launched Britain’s post- 
war effort by establishing an A.dvlsory Committee on Atomic 
78 

Energy. By the time the McMahon A.ct was passed Great Britain 
had already established the nucleus of its future atomic energy 
program. The lack of American knov/ledge was an imposing handi- 
cap since the British had no production experience. Neverthe- 
less, within the next few years they proceeded to build an 
atomic industry which is impressive both in its size and 
accompli shment s . 

Although the official determination to make an atomic 
bomb v;as not taken until 1 948 “there can be little doubt that 
the decision had been implicit in the atomic energy program 
itself from the beginning.”' Interestingly enough the de- 
cision v;as made by the Defense Committee not the Cabinet, and 
Alfred Goldberg makes the statement that there is no evidence 
Of dissent.'' It is unlikely that the Admiralty v:as consulted 
in any detail since the Prime Minister kept the atomic program 
under his close personal supervision. Still there is no doubt 
that the Navy as a v/hole was in full accord with the decision 
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to produce atomic weapons. ‘ It is true that there was some 
apprehension as to the effect they would have on the future 
of sea pov;er, and there was little detailed knowledge within 
the Navy of their v/orkings or possibilities. Nevertheless 
there was strong consensus that a Great Power must have a 
modern military establishment and that this necessarily in- 
cluded fission bombs. 

It v;ould be 1 952 before Great Britain exploded an 
atomic v/eapon, but by 1 9'^S it had made impressive strides 
toward this goal. From the start this program had received 
the highest priority. Although it was plagued v/ith many of 
the economic problems which beset all post-war British indus- 
try, relative to all other projects it was prosecuted v/ith 
unusual purposefulness and vigour. It v;as also kept highly 
secret. Considering the obstacles v/hich inherently confront 
the creation of an atomic Industry and the restricted resources 
available in post-x\'ar Britain, its entry into the atomic field 
in such short order was a rather remarkable achievement. 

Although there may be some doubt today as to whether Britain 
has gained the military and political rewards it anticipated, 
this in no v;ay dims the technical brilliance of its effort. 

In order to employ atomic weapons it was necessary to 

develop delivery systems and this requirement brought the 

Services into the picture. All circumstances favored the choice 

of the Royal Air Force as the delivery agent. Commencing with 
7Q 

Lord Trenchard in the days of VJorld V/ar I British airmen had 
consistently preached the merits of strategic air bombardment , 
and in the inter-war years the Royal Air Force adopted it as 
its central rationale. V/orld V7ar II experience confirmed the 
Air Council's belief in this creed, and the introduction of 
the atomic bomb served to make the doctrine even more attrac- 
tive. The Royal Air Force entered the post-v;ar era determined 
to fashion for itself a nuclear capability. There were some 
compelling precedents strengthening its claim on the bomb. The 
only atomic vieapons employed in war had been dropped by aircraft 
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on strategic targets. The sise and cost of the first bombs 
precluded their use on any but the biggest and most Important 
targets. The United States v;hich had the only practicing 
experience v;ith those v/eapons was setting the pace v;ith its 
Strategic Air Command \mich had first call on American fission 
weapons. Even more Important there were no alternative delivery 
systems in sight, and the role fell to aircraft by default. 

Like ail the British Services the RA.P after the \irar 

had been severely cut back and forced to make do vrith World 

V7ar II equipment. Still the Air Council had a clear and con- 

S 1 

sistent conception of v;hat it v/anted - an atomic jet bomber^ - 
and as early as 1946 laid dovm a requirement for a remarkably 
advanced strategic aircraft. The year 1957 v;as set as the 
target date for reequipping Bomber Command. By April 1948 the 
PlAP had undervray a long-range and imaginative research program 
that called for the development of four medium Jet bombers - 
this was the first step in the creation of the famous V-bomber 
force. To fill the "bomber gap" v/hlch v;as expected to occur 
bst\feen the phasing out of the large piston engine bombers and 
the introduction of the V-bomber s a further requirement v^as 
generated for a tactical jet bomber - the Canberra. It v/ould 
enter service at an early date, hopefully around 1952, and be 
configured to carry conventional weapons and "small atomic 
bombs." Due to its limited range and size it ’could not be 
classified as a strategic bomber, but it would usher Bomber 
Command into the jet age as early as 1952. It would be the 
mid-1950‘s before the RAP v;ould have a credible delivery force. 
Nevertheless, in the late 1940*s all the ingredients were 
present for the eventual creation of, a strategic deterrent. 

The Admiralty never challenged the Royal Air Force's 
pre-eminent claim. Needless to say atomic weapons caused 
considerable apprehension in the higher circles of the Navy, 
and their influence was discussed at great length. It should 
be emphasized that the only information available v;as that 
released by the United States, and this was disseminated only 
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to a linited circle of senior officers. It vras clearly 
obvious that before the Royal Navy could make any definitive 
estimates on the rolo of atomic bombs in sea v;arfare that 
Great Britain would have to gain more knov;ledge of the weapons 
and their effects. Nevertheless, the Admiralty's early 
attitudes wore governed by some general notions vihich were 
shared throughout the Government and the military. 

In Britain strategic bombing and the Royal Air Force 
wore inextricably linked in both the official and public minds. 
It hardly occurred to anyone to question the RAF's first claim 
on these weapons. VBaile the Air Coimacil was stressing strategic 
bombing in the years before 1959 the Fleet Air Arm v/as training 
solely to support the Fleet, During World War II it was Bomber 
Command v;hich first carried the war to the enemy and which in 
cooperation with the USAF had mounted the massive strikes that 
rased Germany, Naval aircraft had taken no part in the stra- 
tegic bombing campaign, and Navy airmen had never considered it 
a proper mission for seaborne planes. Offensive operations 
(as already noted) v;ere confined to tactical targets with a 
strictly naval flavor. Actually the Admiralty could not see 
any vital military reason for changing this pattern and cer- 
tainly did not feel that it should do so for the soul politi- 
cal purpose of injecting the Navy into the atomic field. 

Just as the Royal Air Force looked at the atomic bomb 
as a strategic weapon, so did the Sea Lords, The cost of 
atomic research was immense and in the late 19‘^O's there 
seemed little likelihood of producing a "cheap bomb. " Physical 
size alone v;as considered to be a limiting factor. The Ameri- 
can bombs v;ere known to be huge and could only be carried in 
the largest aircraft. There was no reason to believe that a 
British v/eapon might be any smaller - at least for many years. 
Unlike the U. S. Navy which had acquired a large force of land 
based planes for anti-submarine and transport work the Royal 
Navy possessed no multi-engine aircraft. The equivalent force 
in Great Britain was the "Coastal Command" which was part of 
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the Royal Air Force. If the Navy v;as to enter the strategic 

bomber business it v;ould have required a new generation of 

aircraft carriers and planes much larger than those in service 

in 19^5. Harbor depths and maintenance facilities precluded 

a larger class of carrier without tremendous expenditures on 

support facilities as v;ell as nev; ships. The Board of 

Admiralty was well a\'rare that the country's financial state 

would hardly allow this. All these factors combined to keep 

the Royal Navy on the periphery of the atomic weapons program 

82 

and to delay its entry into the field. 

Essentially the Admiralty adopted a "wait and see" 
attitude. It v/as follov/ing the course of the atomic energy 
program and planned to take any advantage of future develop- 
ments vjhich showed promise for shipboard use. Hov/ever, as 
previously noted this appeared to the Sea Lords to be a dis- 
tant prospect at best. In their minds atomic weapons were 
costly, and heavy strategic \'/eapons were not suitable for employ- 
ment by the Fleet Air A.rm or ships. 

Their effect on the Admiralty ' s strategic thinking and 
the deployment of the Fleet \;as another matter. The Board did 
make some moves to discover the effects of atomic weapons on 
ships. In 19^6 a nine man team was sent to the United States 
Bikini trials. It was led bj'’ Captain S. VI, Roskill and turned 
out a full report on the results of those tests which was 
eagerly consumed by the British Navy. ^ As a result the Royal 
Navy's designers immediately commenced making efforts to 
develop equipment and ships which could better withstand an 
atomic attack. By the time of the Korean War the Royal Navy 
was v;ell along in the field of passive defense, and the new 
ships authorized during the rearmament era reflected some of 
these advances. However, these efforts had little effect on 
the Naval Staff's strategical thinking. 

It v;as clear that atomic bombs woula not be produced 
in Britain for a number of years, and the Admiralty was entirely 
at a loss as to exactly what effect they would have on sea 
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v7arfaro. Vics-Adsiiral P. V/. Gretton, coamentins on this 

oeriod, refers to the Navy's response as reflecting "a vacuum 

,84 

of strategic thought. The Admiralty contended that atomic 

weapons might change tactics and equipment but that they didn't 

change the Fleet's basic mission. The Navy's leaders insisted 

that, in any general v;ar there would still be a prolonged and 

bitter battle for control of the sea lanes in the traditional 

pattern and that it v;ould require the same types of ships as 

V/orld Nar II. The general fooling prevailed among sea power 

advocates that the atomic bomb was just a “bigger and better" 

Qc 

bomb and that it could be countered by dispersal. On top of 
this they argued that such weapons would be too costly and 
scarce to employ against most targets at sea. The First Lord, 
Mr. A. V. Alexander, during the defense debate in March 1947, 
alluding to the bomb remarked "that curiously enough, it was 
the least likely (of nov; developments) to affect naval design 
radically. 



In essence the Navy's leaders had no intention of 
making any radical changes in the Fleet or its strategic 
rationale because of the atomic bomb until there x-jsis more 
evidence in court. Frankly, in retrospect this seems to have 
been the x^isest course. In 1948 Great Britain didn’t have the 
bomb as yet, and it x^ould be some years before It v;ould. No 
one could say vrith assurance what its final influence xfould 
be - even the air pov;er advocates or United States strategists 
;-;ho had already had it for a number of years. The international 
situation had yet to clarify Itself or to stabilise, and limited 
v;ar as such had not entered the military thinking of the Great 
Powers. Of course the Admiralty could have conceded that 
atomic bombs had made navies obsolete and commenced to dis- 
mantle the Fleet. Naturally the Sea Lords never considered 
this alternative. No matter x/hat the technical, political or 
strategical considerations one of the major objectives of all 
bureaucratic organizations is to survive, and the Royal Navy 
v;as no exception. 
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It vrill be even clearer as this study unfolds that the 
Admiralty was slov/ to appreciate the long-range effects of 
atomic v/eapons on military strategy. However, it v;as not 
unique in this respect, and it v/ould be quite a bit to ask of 
a nation or Service to grasp fully the significance of these 
weapons either before an enemy had them or it possessed them 
itself. It should be pointed out in all fairness that con- 
ventional v/eapons are still on the scene today and v;ith a good 
prospect of being around for sometime. The drastic predictions 
which the proponents of atomic air power were making in the 
late 1940 's about the future of navies never came to pass. 
Perhaps one can fault the Admiralty for its failure to adjust 
to this new development, but it is difficult to criticize its 
persistent faith in the inherent value of navies. 



As far as the Royal Navy was concerned the transition 
from v;ar to peace was characterized not so much by change, as 
by the lack of change. The Admiralty’s approach to sea war- 
fare had altered very little since pre-war days, and the 1 948 
Fleet was remarkably akin to the forces that had fought World 
War II. Undoubtedly the prime determinant of naval policy 
had been the nation’s post-war economic problems v;hich had 
severely circumscribed the Government’s freedom of maneuver 
and forced the defense establishment to contract drastically. 
Constantly plagued by the lack of funds the Admiralty had 
been unable to expand its strategical or technical horizons 
and to take full advantage of the naval lessons of V/orld War 
II. Despite the profound implications and promise of atomic 
weapons they had yet to make a genuine impression on the 
Royal Navy. It was relying on its traditional rationale of 
protecting the sea lanes and preparing to counter other naval 
forces in much the same manner as it had in World V/ar II. 
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a short report and had been forced to concentrate on the 
fundament al s . 

84. Vice-Adm. P. W. Gretton, "Maritime Strategy" (Unpublished 
manuscript), p. 3. 

85 . H. G. Thursfield, "The Naval Prospect," Brassey's Naval 

Annual 1 94? (New York: Macmillan, 1947), p. 5. 

86. E, Altham, "The Naval Year," Brassey's Naval Annual 1947 

(Nev/ York: The Macmillan Company , 1 9W)TT^ See this 

reference for further elaboration of the First Lord's 
remarks. 



CHAPTER IV 



NATO TO SUEZ 
1949-1956 

The period 1 949-56 was to prove particularly 
significant in the development of the post-war Royal Navy. 

The preceding chapter examined the Government's first con- 
frontation with the post-war economic realities and their 
influence on the general military picture. In regard to 
naval policy the Admiralty found its freedom of maneuver 
severely restricted. In response it had little choice but 
to rely on V^orld VJar II equipment. Strategically the Board 
essentially adopted its pre-v;ar posture. The early 1950's were 
to present the Navy's leadership with a series of challenges 
which served to push the seaborne forces into the background - 
even to raise serious misgivings about the very future of 
British sea power. Nevertheless it was during this period 
that events began to Jar the Admiralty's thinking out of its 
World V^ar II frame of reference, v/orked some important changes 
in the nature of the Fleet, and demonstrated the continuing 
value of mobile naval task forces. In these critical years 
the seeds of Britain's present day naval policy were sown. 

International Tension vs Economic Conditions 



Britain's intention in the early post-war years was 
to liquidate with all due speed her commitments incurred as 
a result of World Vfar II and in turn to reduce her armed forces 
to a peacetime level that would allow a rapid and successful 
economic recovery. This did not seem to be an unrealistic 
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prospect in Great Britain had Just won the greatest 

military victory in history. There were no enemies left. All 
the surviving great powers were Albion's allies. Presumably 
the United Nations offered a promising foundation on v;hich to 
establish a workable peace. To the free v;orld'a great distress 
these hopes were shattered all too soon. 

The armistice had hardly been signed when it became 
clear that the Kremlin intended to dominate the countries of 
Eastern Europe. Large numbers of Soviet troops v;ere deployed 
throughout the Satellites » evidently on a permanent basis. 

Those moves wore accompanied by determined efforts to extend 
Russian influence in Persia, Turkey and Greece. At least in 
these instances pressure was being exerted on areas adjacent 
to the U.S.S.R., and where Russia had traditionally taken a 
strong diplomatic interest. Hov/over, it was soon feared that 
Russian ambitions extended to lie stern Europe as the Kremlin 
vigorously sponsored political Infiltration and subversion 
throughout this area. In three years the great and powerful 
wartime ally, Soviet Russia, presented the "free world" with 
its second grave challenge in a decade. Although economic 
determinants had monopolized the military limelight in Great 
Britain during the immediate post-war period, other consider- 
ations now gradually assumed increased significance. 

Throughout the late 1 9^0 ' s it v/as becoming painfully 
clear to British statesmen that Europe's weakened condition 
and their own coimtry's fiscal troubles combined with the 
Soviet threat called for unusual measures. The post-war era 
was characterized by a steady succession of moves aligning Britain 
with her allies. In June 19^7 General Marshal, the Secretary 
of State, offered extensive United States financial assistance 
to Europe. Mr. Bavin, the British Foreign Minister, responded 
enthusiastically to this American initiative and together with 
Mr. Georges Bidault, the then French Foreign Minister, organ- 
ized Europe to accept the Marshall Plan. The Organization 
for European Economic Cooperation evolved from these efforts. 
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Within Europe some old ties were very shortly renewed. 

In March 1 9^^? Britain and France signed the Dunkirk Treaty of 
Alliance and Mutual Assistance. A year later this arrangement 
v;as extended to include Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands 
by the Brussels Treaty. This grouping later became known as 
the Western European Union, Tho Defense V/hite Paper for 19^9 
for the first time expressed disillusionment v/lth the United 
Nations and described at some length the joint military arrange- 
ments being made within tho V/estern European Union, ^ This was 
the initial post-war step toward collective defense and in many 
v^ays it "provided a pattern for the North Atlantic Treaty" 
v,'hlch v;as soon to follow. 

In the spring of 19^8 the Communists’ campaign was 
highlighted by tho disappearance of Gsechoslovokia behind the 
"iron curtain." In August Stalin initiated the Berlin blockade. 
That in turn drev; the United States closer to Europe and accel- 
erated the formation of the North Atlantic Treaty in April 19^9. 
Militarily the parties undertook "to maintain and develop their 
individual and collective capacity - to resist armed attack,"^ 
The 1950 Defense Vfiiite Paper declared that British policy was 
"to seek security through the development of collective self- 
defense ... in cooperation with the other members of the 
Commonwealth, the United States of America and other like minded 
nations. There is little question that America had loomed 

large in Britain’s military thinking ever since the war, but it 

t 5 

wasn t until '3 950 that it was officially acknov;ledged. 

Despite the strong language of the North Atlantic Treaty 
it seems clear that prior to Korea it was not primarily designed 
to marshal military power, but rather "to provide political and 
psychological reinforcement in the continuing political warfare 
of the cold war."^ Statesmen on both sides of the Atlantic 
believed that the commitment of America's military potential 
to the defense of Europe would both bolster V/estem European 
resolution and deter further Soviet aggressions with a show 

7 

of trans-Atlantic solidarity. To Britain it seemed to offer 
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the only moans of Insuring her security and "great pov;er" status 
while regaining her economic strength. This v;as reflected in 
the Government’s military budget. The NATO commitment and in- 
creased tension, particularly during the Berlin airlift, had 
caused slight increases in the annual appropriation for the 
years 1949 and 1950, and the Government initiated some efforts 
to improve Britain's air defenses v/hich had been allowed to 
deteriorate along with the rest of the military establishment. 
Hov/ever, the total manpower allowance continued to decrease, 
and by 1950 the annual appropriation v;as still a rather slender 

Q 

£780 million. This v;as only £38 million more than in 1948. 

In fact the increase was largely consumed by rising prices and 
routine maintenance v/hlch had fallen behind during post-war 
demobilization. This was hardly enough to indicate any serious 
alarm on the part of the Government. Despite the threatening 
International environment domostlc economic and welfare programs 
were still given priority over defense. Obviously Britain was 
depending on America to buttress her sagging defenses. 

Hov;ever, the level of tension was not allowed to subside. 
In August 1949 the Soviet Union exploded an atomic device, and 
less than a year later the North Koreans drove south across the 
thirty-eighth parallel. This event temporarily destroyed the 
West's confidence in the United States Strategic Air Command's 
ability to deter the Soviet Union from committing overt military 
aggression. "Consequently, it precipitated the first - and only - 
serious attempt to create the forces which the military had 
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prescribed for w'ithstanding a Soviet attack in Europe. Great 
Britain was quick to pledge support to the United Nations and 
immediately offered troops and ships. Any further thought of 
reducing the armed forces disappeared. Under pressure from the 
United States the Labor Government undertook substantial remobil- 
ization. On July 26, 1950 the House of Commons voted an addi- 
tional £100 million for immediate defense needs. Both the 
United States and Great Britain were seriously concerned that 
Korea might be only one step in a larger design. Winston 



Churchill warned Great Britain in Cromwellian terms of the 
Soviet danger and emphasized that the major threat lay in 
V^estern Europe. On July 50 the Prime Minister announced the 
Government's intention of undertaking largo scale rearmament. 

This v/as followed on August 3 hy a detailed program which called 
for expenditure of £3,400 million over the next three years. 

By the end of August this figure was increased to £3,600 million. 

In November 1950 the Chinese entered the Korean conflict. 

The United States responded with a program which more than 
doubled her military strength and quadrupled her defense ex- 
penditure v/ithin three years. The NATO nations accelerated 
their efforts to build a credible military counter in Western 
Europe to the might of the Soviet Union. In January 1 951 the 
British Defense Waite Paper \ja.s addressed to the crisis created 
by the Korean V/ar, It stressed the "urgent need to strengthen 
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the defenses of the free world" and outlined an expanded 

program of "as much as £4,700 million" in armaments over the 

1951 **54 period. This v;as more than double the previous rate 

of expenditure although still less than half of the wartime 

rate. Nevertheless, it was a heavy commitment for Great Britain 

and was officially characterized as the "biggest the United 

Kingdom could undertake v^ithout going over to a wartime economy. 

C. M. Woodhouse summarized the Government's hopes as follows: 

The intention was to meet the cost out of income without 
ninning into debt abroad or reducing the level of invest- 
ment. The expansion of defense production required a 
check on civilian demand and a s\;itch in the engineering 
industries, which would inevitably reduce their exports. 

Some controls that had been relaxed would have to be 
reimposed. There would have to be a system of allocation 
of raw materials and a limitation on supplies to the home market 
and on civil building. But there v/ould be no overriding 
priority for defense in all cases at the expense of 
exports. The sacrifices called for were considered 
bearable. ^ 4 

Still these measures proved too strong for many Laborltes, 
Three members of the Party led by Aneurin Bevan^ ^ resigned from 
the Government on the ground that this program would force a 
continuation of tight controls and a cut in social services. 
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Cartainly the projected military-program aggravated Britain's chronic 

economic difficulties. Rearmament in Europe and in the United 

States caused a steep rise in the price of imported raw materials 

in relation to a slov;er rise in the price of manufactured exports. 

This adverse trend in Britain's terms of trade accentuated the 

balance of payments difficulties. As Bevan had predicted the 

Government v/as forced to tighten controls. Increase income and 

purchase taxes, and ration raw materials. In addition, the 

shift to defense production caused industrial dislocation, and 

it was several months before the re-distribution of manpower, 

1 7 

materials and machine tools could be v;orked out. As a result 
funds allocated to many critical items, such as aircraft and 
tanks, were underspent for the first tv;o years. That there were 
serious political hazards associated with rearmament was illus- 
trated by the Labor Party's defeat at the polls in October ^ 95 ^ • 

The new Oonservativ© Government immediately began to 
reassess the ambitious military program. Despite tighter con- 
trols Great Britain in 195^ suffered a deficit of £403 million 
in its balance of payments. In March 1952 Mr. Churchill informed 
the House that even with some ^300 million in American aid it 

1 s 

was necessary to reduce and stretch out armaments expenditures. 

He predicted that the Labor Party's rearmament program if carried 
to fulfillment v;ould' now cost £5,100 million and Insisted that 
policy be "governed by realities." ^ These required more 
emphasis on exports and less on defense. His concern was widely 
shared. The Financial Times voiced the grov/ing opinion that it 
v;as no longer a matter of defense competing with "the national 
standard of living, but with national solvency. " As a result 
the anticipated defense budget v;as reduced £120 million and the 
Government announced that the total program would be stretched 
out over a four or five year period. In December 1952 further 
cuts vrere initiated in order to protect the balance of payments. 

The progressive increases which Mr. Attlee's original rearma- 
ment plans envisioned novor took place. The defense budget rose 
sharply up to 1954 and then tapered off as a result of Mr. 

Churchill's reductions. 



107 



These steps and changes in the prices of imports served 

to better Great Britain's position markedly. Both 1953 and 1954 

witnessed improvement in the economy's international accounts, 

and by the latter year the Government managed to discontinue 

rationing and many controls. Nevertheless, there was no move 

to intensify rearmament. The absolute cost of defense continued 

to rise slightly, but expressed as a percentage of the Gross 

National Product it had declined from a high of 11.3^ in 1952 

to 9.3^0 in 1956 . Moreover, the Government no longer rated the 

Russian threat as dangerous as at the peak of the Korean crisis. 

Even on assuming office in December 1951 Prime Minister Churchill 

declared that the threat of a major war “has become more 
21 

unlikely. Thenceforth the Government began to think of 

defense in terms of the “long pull*' rather than early major 
war. The Conservatives turned their attention to strengthening 
the nation's financial position and to eliminating the onerous 
controls v;hich had been in effect since 1939, longer than in 
any other V/e stern country. 

Nevertheless, the generally high level of defense 

expenditures undertaken in 1951 v;as maintained up through 1956. 

In comparison with most other states 9^ of the Gross National 

22 

Product was a most impressive level. After the lean years of 
the late forties the Korean rearmament effort was a welcome relief 
to the hard pressed Services, and set the tone of British defense 
policy until Mr. Sandys' famous White Paper of 1957* It pulled 
the British military establishment out of its post-war doldrxims 
and thrust it into the atomic era. 

Military Emphasis 

It should be clear from the preceding review that the 
years follov^ing the Korean V/ar were important ones for the 
British Services, because of the increased stress placed upon 
armaments. However, before investigating the Navy's specific 
part in all this, it is desirable to examine Great Britain's 
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soneral nilitary response to the Soviet threat. Not only are 
the resources available to the Navy limited by economic and 
political parameters, but also by the shares of the total 
military budget that go to the Army and Royal Air Force. The 
Navy was by no means slated to play the pre-eminent peacetime 
role in the military establishment that it had in pre-war days, 
and it was during the period 19^9-56 that the Navy’s fortunes 
relative to the other Services reached their post-war nadir. 

Institution of NATO signified the end of a British 

dominated balance-of-pov;er system in Europe and marked Britain's 

official recognition that, in its reduced circumstances, it must 

rely on the United States. An important aspect of this evolution 

was the continuing peacetime commitment of British troops to the 

Continent. This was a sharp break from traditional defense 

doctrine, and one v^hich is still vie;<red with some misgivings 

today. Actually the commitment to Europe "v;as perhaps less 

a deliberate choice than a series of relatively isolated decisions 

whose cumulative effect served to place, seemingly on a permanent 

,24 

basis, British forces in Europe, After the Armistice of 1945i 
Great Britain left troops in Europe to perform occupation duties, 
and sizeable units v;ere still there when the first overtures 
were made toward collective security. Although the British sent 
a token force to Korea, their major interest was in strengthening 
Europe's defenses. 

The outbreak of the Korean War transformed NATO from a 

multi-lateral guaranty pact into a genuine effort to redress 

the military balance on the Continent. In September 1950 the 

North Atlantic Coiincil explicitly adopted a strategy of "defend- 

,,2S 

ing Europe as far eastward as possible; -“^and agreed to establish 
"an integrated force under centralized command." In early 1951 
SHAPE v;as formed, and in April it assumed control of the forces 
assigned by member nations. British experts were convinced that 
continued large-scale American Involvement v/as essential if 
Europe v;as to be made secure and at the same time was to effect 
economic recovery. Most British officials believed that the 



comltment of British troops to the Continent was necessary 
not only to bolster its defenses, but to tie the United States 
to NATO by demonstrating that an American military contribution 
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would be matched by Europe. ' 

Again both military and political considerations were 
intertwined. At the first meeting of the KATO Council after 
the outbreali: of Korea the United States had proposed the use 
of German troops in the defense of Western Europe. Despite 
strong anti-German sentiment it v^as clear that some kind of 
German participation was necessary if the Allied Command was 
to bo effective militarilj'’. In May 1952 the European Defense 
Community Treaty v/as signed, providing for a German contri- 
bution of twelve divisions to an international army corps under 
the overall control of the Supreme Allied Command. After two 
years of negotiation and controversy France refused to ratify 
the Treaty and EDO collapsed. NATO's stock temporarily plunged. 

In a remarkable display of diplomatic skill, the British 
Government quickly contrived an entirely new scheme - Western 
European Union - which was acceptable to the Germans and gave 
the French the guarantees that they required to permit German 
rearmament. To achieve the final result the Churchill Govern- 
ment contracted to station in Europe for fifty years a ground 
force of four divisions with supporting air power. Anthony 
Eden describes this decision as inspired by the British interest 
"in bringing in the Germans and French together and keeping 
the Americans in Europe. 

In 1954 this commitment did not appear to the British 
to be unmanageable. They anticipated gradual reduction of 
their overseas requirements. Troops deployed around the world 
could become available for NATO. However, this hope proved 
illusory. Despite the fact that their overseas base system was 
beginning to disappear the need for troops did not diminish 
greatly. The guerilla war in Malaya proved particularly burden- 
some and wasn’t concluded until 1957» Civil unrest broke out 
in Kenya in 1952 and absorbed British forces until that country 



received Its independence. In 1955 the four year war in Cyprus 
began. All of these episodes pinned down British soldiers. 

In addition the Government assumed that atomic vreapons 
and the policy of strategic deterrence v/hich was slov/ly taking 
shape would free troops from the overseas areas. This hope v;as 
voiced in the 195'^ V/hito Paper v/hich expressed confidence that 
the "deterrent": 

, . . should have an increasing effect upon the cold 
war by making less likely such adventures on the part 
of the Communist world as their aggression in Korea. 

This should be of benefit to us by enabling us to 
reduce the great dispersal of effort vihich the existing 
international tension has hitherto imposed upon us. 30 

This, of course, proved to be a miscalculation. "A strategic 
retaliatory capability, besides being slov; in creation, was 
irrelevant to the Internal security problems normal to the 
overseas areas. NATO and Britain's other overseas commit- 
ments both required troops and v/ere thus competitors for 
manpower. 

As a result the Government was committed to the largest 
peacetime Army in its history and one that consumed a heavy 
share of the defense budget throughout the 1950's. In 195^ 
the Army's share of the total military appropriation v;as about 
38^ and in 1956 had decreased only to 53^. This restricted 
severely the funds allotted to the Admiralty, and, in consequence, 
the Navy's capabilities. 

Coupled with this departure from traditional British 
doctrine were some technical developments which likewise had 
a profound impact on military policy. In 19-^9 the Soviet Union 
tested an atomic bomb, and it was soon clear that fission weapons 
v;ere being rapidly integrated into Russia's armed forces. This 
could not fail to have significant implications for insular 
Britain. This development came as somewhat of a shock to 
British scientists who had predicted that the Prussians vrould 
require several more years to produce such a device. The immed- 
iate effect was to discredit the Ten Year Rule and to accelerate 



Britain's atomic energy program. In 1952 Great Britain follov;ed 
v/ith her oivti atomic explosion at Monte Bello. 

The study has already described the close relationship 
between air pov;er and atomic energy and these events likewise 
turned the Government's attention to modernizing the Royal Air 
Force. Starting in 19^9 Fighter Command had begun to receive 
jets and by 1951 its forces wore doubled. That same year 
Canberra jet bombers commenced coming into service. The onset 
of Korea added further Impetus to this effort, and the I4inister 
of Defense declared in the House of Commons that ”air strength 
has priority in our defense system, and it is my resolve to 
ensure that it is developed v/ith all possible speed. This 
sentiment v/as to strike the keynote of British defense policy 
for the next decade. 

Once the decision had been made to produce an atomic 

bomb there was little question that Britain v;ould develop a 

strategic atomic capability. Goldberg says that the "sheer 
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momentum of the great scientific effort alone"-^-^ v;ould have 
assured this outcome, however, there were a number of other 
incentives more compelling. The original political goal of 
assuring Great Britain a special tie with the United States and 
a voice at the council table of great po’wers would hardly have 
been realized v;ithout a credible delivery capability. The 
Services v;ere in unanimous agreement that fission weapons were 
a necessary component of modern military power. Even more 
important, in 1952 when the Churchill Government v/as beginning 
to wrestle with Britain's incompatible military and economic 
requirements it appeared that atomic bombs might offer a cheaper 
form of defense than attempting to develop a large variety of 
forces to meet every contingency in kind. 

In the early part of that year the British Chiefs of 
Staff were requested by the Prime Minister to conduct a thorough 
review of the armed forces and the strategic situation v;ith a 
view toward v^orking out a cheaper and more effective way of 
meeting the Soviet threat. The CSC secluded themselves for 



several weeks and “drew up an overall review of defense 
resulting in a policy centered on nuclear deterrence. In 
essence they concluded that atomic \'/eapons offered the most 
feasible moans for the ¥est to counter the tremendous manpov^er 
advantage of the Soviets for the least money. The appeal of 
such a policy v/as irresistible to a government beset with 
economic problems. In early 1953 Churchill announced in the 
House that : 

As a result of the Government's strategic revlev;, the 
types and quantities of v/eapons and ammunition to be 
produced have been more precisely related to the kind 
of vmrs v:hich v/e might have to fight in various parts 
of the v/orld. This has enabled us to make considerable 
economies in many directions. 35 

Thus was laid the foundation for the deterrent policy v?hlch 

Great Britain pursues today. 

Both the Army and Navy concurred that the accumulation 

of a nuclear stockpile was essential and that atomic v^eapons 

and their delivery systems should receive priority for the 

next fex-: years. The First Sea Lord had the Admiralty's support 

in this decision. Eovjever, it should be recalled that at this 

time Britain had not tested its first v/eapon, had not begun to 

produce bombs, nor had any experience with what this v/ould 

involve. There seems to be no doubt that when the Navy's 

leaders approved this policy, they did not realize its full 
•56 

implications. The bills for bombs and bombers were Just 
beginning to come in. Conventional forces x^ere still considered 
important and the role of neither the Army nor Navy was under 
assault. It x^as impossible to foresee the immensity of the 
effort which such a program would require or the effect it 
x^ould have on conventional v/eapons. It is eminently fair to 
say that the A.dmiralty had no intention of ascribing to the 
deterrent the overriding priority v;hich the Government subse- 
quently awarded it. Nevertheless it should be clearly understood 
that the Navy never opposed the concept of deterrence and partic- 
ipated as x-7ell as concurred in its original formulation. 



113 



This decision v/as translated into policy by assigning 

priority to the building of a strategic bomber force. Although 

the Government did not publicly adopt deterrence as policy until 

195^ s. number of previous steps indicated that the decision had 

been made earlier. In 1952 Prime Minister Churchill elevated 

the Canberra and Valiant bombers into his famous "super priority" 

category, and by February 1955 they v/ere joined by the Victor and 
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Vulcan bombers. At the same time fighter production was cut 
bach reflecting the recognition that effective air defense of 
the United Kingdom by fighters against atomic attack would soon 
be infeasible. By 1953 aircraft production accounted "for a 

"T Q 

little over half of the total production programm "•^ of the 

armed forces. The 195^ I'/hite Paper announced that delivery of 

59 

atomic weapons to the forces had begun and formally declared: 

The primary deterrent, hov;ever, remains the atomic bomb 
and the ability of the highly organized and trained 
United States strategic air power to use it. From our 
past experience and current knowledge we have a sig- 
nificant contribution to make both to the technical 
and to the tactical development of strategic air power. 

¥e intend as soon as possible to build up in the Royal 
Air Force a force of modern bombers capable of using 
the atomic v;eapons to the fullest effect. 

This same statement spelled out i^hat this meant in more 

practical terms. "With all these considerations in mind the 

Government have concluded that a gradual change should be 

brought about in the direction and balance of our defense effort. 

Still greater emphasis will have to be placed on the Royal Air 

n4l 

Force because of the need to build up a strategic bomber force. 
This policy x^ras reinforced by the introduction of thermo -nuclear 
x-zeapons. The 1955 Defense Statement noted this development and 
heralded the Government’s decision to proceed with the manu- 
facture of fusion bombs. Wnlle not disovming the need for con- 
ventional v;eapons the Statement further stressed the horrors of 
a major nuclear x;ar and asserted that the threat of "overxvhelming 
nuclear retaliation" v;as the "surest guarantee" against it. The 
Statement concluded that the nation in its allocation of resources 
"must assign even higher priority to the deterrent, that is to 



say the production of nuclear v;eapons, and the means of their 
delivery.** Perhaps belatedly by U. S. standards, but never- 
theless relentlessly, official faith in deterrence v;as shoulder- 
ing its v;ay to the forefront, and the shadow of nuclear war vras 
beginning to dominate all defense policy. 

This philosophy v;as reflected in hardware and statistics. 
By 1956 some Valiant bomber squadrons had entered service, and 
the next generation of V-bombers v;ere already in production. 

The Air Coxincil's cherished vision of a modern strategic strik- 
ing force v;as rapidly becoming a reality. In 19-^9 the RAP was 
receiving some 27 » 3 % of the total defense estimates. By 1955 
the "Junior Service" had surpassed both the Army and Navy and 
its share of the defense budget had risen to 55^* This figure 
didn't include the 9 % allotted to the Ministry of Supply of 
v;hich the lion’s share was devoted to deferring research and 
development costs of land-based aircraft. Although deterrence 
was not to reach its apogee until Mr. Sandys' famous 1957 \Vhite 
Paper enthroned it as the predominant theme of British defense, 
it played a critical role during the "NATO to Suez" period. It 
v^as during this era that the foundations of the strategic bomber 
force vjoro laid and that the RAF v;as ascending to a position of 
ascendancy in the defense helrarchy. The airmen in light blue 
had a modern, consistent and convincing strategical doctrine 
which dominated the military stage and placed them in an ex- 
cellent position to compete in the political arena. As a result 
nuclear deterrence became one of the major parameters limiting 
the Navy’s expansion and progress. Inevitably this was to push 
the Fleet into the background and restrict the resources avail- 
able to it. The Admiralty was still searching for a viable role 
in the atomic era and had no strategic rationale which could 
match the Air Force's. Nevertheless, it was the Navy’s experi- 
ence during this most difficult period which eventually led the 
Sea Lords to face up to the post-war realities and hammer out a 
practical and worthwhile role for the Fleet. 
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Russian Naval Throat, 



The preceding section investigated the general 
international, economic and military parameters within which 
the Royal Navy had to work from 19^9 to 1956. The focus now 
shifts to the responses of the Admiralty during this period and 
to the specific part envisaged for the Fleet in the total 
defense establishment. 

Although the Soviet Union’s immense land forces 

appeared to represent the primary threat to the Western nations, 

her military preparations likev.'ise provided the Royal Navy with 

its first tangible post-v;ar challenge. Reliable information on 

Russian naval development and policy was not available for a 

number of years after V/orld War II. However, in late 19^8, 

disturbing rinnors began to filter out of the Baltic. These 

described an intensive submarine construction program taking 

place in the U.S.S.R.^^ By 19^9 both the United States and 

Great Britain were convinced that the Soviet Union v?as building 

a huge underwater fleet. On July 26, 1950 in a defense debate 

in the House of Commons the Minister of Defense confirmed that 

Russia possessed a large number of modern seagoing submarines 
, 44 

and v^as building more. By 1951 estimates v;ere as high as 

Ac: 

550 to 400 boats. Although fiussia’s surface forces were 

still considered relatively weak and obsolete it vxas well kno\m 

that the naval element of Russia’s land-based Air Force was 

being modernized and supplied with strike aircraft configured 

46 

to attack ships. By 1950 it was estimated that the naval 
branch had over 2,000 planes at its command. Over the next few 
years both the submarine fleet and naval air force were to grov; 
in quantity and quality. These developments v;ere to have con- 
siderable Influence on the character of British sea power in 
the 1950 's. 

Although Russia did not possess a formidable battle 
fleet such as the Gormans, Italians and Japanese had in World 
War II, its, naval preparations were conceived to present a grave 
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threat to Britain’s sea lanes and to call for a positive 
response on the part of the Royal Navy. In some respects the 
Soviet preparations viere rather comforting to the Admiralty. 

Here at last v;as a real-life enemy to give direction and pur- 
pose to Britain’s naval planners. These measures required 
no radical adjustment in the Admiralty’s strategic thinking. 
Obviously Russian submarines and naval aircraft were being 
built for only one purpose - to attack and disrupt oceanic 
communications. This was distinctly a naval challenge and one 
which could only be adequately met at sea. In addition Russia’s 
naval program had to be predicated on the assumptions that any 
war betv/een the East and Nest w'ould be protracted, that con- 
ventional weapons would play an important part, and that the 
high seas v;ould be one of the vital battlegrounds much the 
same as in World War II. This supported the very arguments 
which the Sea Lords had been employing to rationalize their 
post-v;ar forces. 

Manifestly, the new-found enemy v;ould dictate some 
adjustments in the British Navy’s equipment. There was no 
question that the Russian threat vjould accelerate the trend 
away from large units - such as battleships and cruisers - 
toward, destroyers and frigates iv'hich v/ere better suited to 
anti-submarine v;ork, Hov/ever, these changes were not wholly 
unw'slcome. Ever since the armistice in 19^5 the Royal Navy 
had been forced to operate under adverse economic restrictions. 
This handicap promised to continue. Anti-submarine ships by 
the very nature of their mission are small and relatively 
Inexpensive. Such ships do not present the design problems 
of larger units, lend themselves to mass production, and can 
be completed in a matter of months. In essence the Navy could 
get more ships more quickly for a given amount of money. This 
v;as bound to appeal to an Admiralty that v;as seriously con- 
cerned about the very numbers of men-of-war in tho Fleet and 
the cost of every single unit. 

At the same time the Russian threat left ample room 
for the aircraft carrier - the Royal Navy's modern capital ship. 
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During World Vfar II the Briolsh. employed carriers extensively 

in ASW \\'orl£ both as escorts for convoys and in hunter-killer 
47 

groups. ‘ Concurrently seaborne aircraft vxould be needed to 
protect convoys and vxarships from Russian air attack. Conse- 
quently the Soviet menace vxas to lend purpose and direction to 
the Fleet Air Arm also. All in ail there was little resistance 
within the Navy to this new emphasis on anti-submarine and 
anti -air vxarfare. 

Perhaps even more important than any of these factors 
was the general effect on the public and politicians of the 
Russian submarine menace. It vxas the type of threat which the 
British are most able to appreciate. In tv;o great conflicts 
German submarines had blockaded the United Kingdom and in each 
instance had come close to paralyzing the British economy. 
Anti-submarine vxarfare is a mission which, since 1917» the public 
instinctively associates vxith the Fleet although the Navy shares 
this task vxith the RAF's Coastal Command. This vxas the very 
type of threat which the advocates of sea povxer had been citing 
as the basic rationale for the Royal Navy. Inevitably the rise 
of the Soviet submarine force was to furnish valuable support 
to the Navy’s drive for a share of the nation’s resources. 
Although Piussia’s land forces and later the deterrent vere to 
receive priority attention throughout this period, there vxas 
never any serious questioning of the gravity of the Russian 
naval threat. This vxas to assure the A.dmiralty a share of the 
defense budget. 

As early as 1949 the Navy reacted to this nevx challenge. 
Funds were still restricted, and the personnel rundovxn v;as con- 
tinuing^ but the A.dmiralty gradually reoriented its research 
and training effort to meet the problems associated with the 
Soviet menace. “The development program for a high performance 
general purpose carrier borne aircraft (the GR 17/45) was 
revised to provide instead a plane configured for anti-submarine 
v/arfare. “ An effort was initiated to bring the reserve fleet 
to a higher state of readiness, so that its smaller escort type 
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ships could be activated more quickly. The scientific effort 
although modest v;as "directed to counter-measures against the 
various forms of high-speed attack which may be expected in 
the future" - jet aircraft, missiles, and especially "sub- 
marines v;ith underv/ator speed, submerged endurance and capac- 
ity for deep diving greater than anything we have experienced 

1 « O 

in the past. In the weapons field work v?as begun on 

advanced depth charges and homing torpedoes for use by both 

80 

ships and aircraft."^ 

It was soon clear to the Navy^s scientists and 
designers that a serious response to Russia's submarines would 
require escorts v;lth higher speeds and more sophisticated 
equipment. The Russians v;ere developing submarines with un- 
precedented capabilities when submerged. The Royal Navy's 
V/orld V7ar II destroyers and frigates were incapable of counter- 
ing underwater craft vrith streamlined shapes, snorkels, high 
capacity batteries, and submerged speeds exceeding fifteen 
knots. These characteristics required vessels especially con- 
figured for ASW work against modern submarines. Due to the 
lack of funds the first effort to transfer these desires into 
hardvjare were modest. Tv^o new AS¥ frigates were laid down in 

1950* That same year a long term plan to convert World V/ar II 
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destroyers to ASW frigates was announced, and tv?o were taken 
in hand immediately. The intention was to gain valuable 
experience in making such conversions before a crisis developed. 
Vice-Admiral Denny, the Third Sea Lord, in a public address 
given on June 14, 1950 indicated the tenor of the Navy's thinking 
\vhen he declared that apart from aircraft carriers the Navy's 
future ship construction would be confined to "light fast ships 
v;ith immense hitting power whose prime adversary is the fast 
submarine. This was the general picture when the Korean War 
broke out. ’ 

The Western reaction to Korea has already been described. 
The NATO pov;ers v^ere convinced that Russia was prepared to 
resort' to force to achieve its ends and that war might come to 
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Europe within the next three years. The Government's general 
reaction has already been described. In 1950 Britain had no 
atomic v.'eapons and did not expect to have any for at least tv;o 
years. All three of the British Services v;ere still relying 
heavily on V/orld ¥ar II equipment and were thinking largely 
in terms of conventional v^eapons and protracted general war. 
Anticipating a possible conflict in the near future they had 
little choice but to expand their existing forces, modernize 
the equipment then in use, and put into hurried production 
whatever developments were on the drawing board at the time. 
Certainly the Government would have preferred to delay until 
atomic v;eapons should be available, and their implications for 
doctrine and equipment estimated. But the situation was con- 
sidered urgent. The main objective was immediate rearmament 
to counter Russia’s huge conventional establishment. This 
posture set the tone for the Korean rearmament program. 

From the outset there was no question that the Navy 
v.’ould receive a large share of the increased appropriation, 
although it v;as likewise obvious that both the Army and Air 
Force vrould still take precedence. Prime Minister Attlee in 
launching the rearmament effort made it clear that NATO’s sea 
communications were a prime concern of Great Britain and that 
the Royal Navy in conjunction with other Allied navies would 
be required to counter the submarine and mining threats from 
Russia. The Navy Estimates in 1951 sounded the key for the 
next three years by announcing that the .Admiralty's whole 
building program was largely "directed against the underwater 
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menace. In 1952 the First Lord in his policy statement in 

the Navy Estimates again emphasized that the Navy v;as con- 
centrating on "anti-submarine and minesweeping forces and . . . 

ii55 

expansion of naval aviation. Following the change of 

Government in 1951 » Churchill made it clear that the Conservatives 
contemplated little change. He emphasized that the Royal Navy 
has "three main threats to meet, each of which if successful, 
would affect our survival in this island - the mine, the U-boat, 
and the threat from the air. 
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In order to meet these goals the Navy’s appropriations 
were sharply Increased and reached a peak of £367 million in 
1954*^'^ This was almost double the 1950 figure. By 1952 the 
annual funds for production and research alone exceeded the 
comparable figure in 1950 by tv/o and a half times. Although 
the Royal Navy was still the Junior Service in terms of abso- 
lute funds its relative share of the defense budget remained 
throughout this period betv;een 2 ' 5 % and 24 ^. Obviously the 
traditional rationale of protecting the nation’s sea lanes 
still pulled political support, even if it was no longer the 
pre-eminent military demand on the nation's resources. 

In order to translate the Government’s goals into 
reality the Admiralty inaugurated a series of m9dernization 
and nev; construction programs. In line with Admiral Denny’s 
prediction, the major emphasis vias placed on ASW ships. Work 
on eight "Daring class" destroyers, which had been discontinued, 
in 1945, v;as accelerated in order to give the Fleet a new class 
of destroyer for escorting carriers and cruisers. They were 
configured v;ith the latest anti-submarine equipment and at the 
time v;ere the most advanced destroyers in the world. An ex- 
tensive modernization program \^as launched for the purpose of- 
converting World War II destroyers from both the active and 
reserve fleets to ASW frigates configured to deal v/ith modern 
submarines. These ships v;ould be capable of escorting either 
convoys or highspeed warships. The Admiralty vras relying on 
these two programs to meet its immediate needs and to bring 
the active forces to a high state of readiness in a short time. 

To supplement this effort a long-range new construction 
program for smaller and more specialized frigates v/as commenced. 
The World War II frigates were too slow to deal v;ith modern 
submarines, and even modernization could not cure this basic 
defect. In line v;ith its policy of preparing for a protracted 
general v;ar, the A.dmiralty desperately desired nex-/ escorts 
v;hlch could furnish merchant cohvoys protection against sub- 
marines and aircraft. The planners hoped to settle on Just a 



121 



few classes of standard design v/hlch would be relatively cheap 
and V70uld lend themselves to mass production in the event of 
all-out v;ar. In 1951 work commenced on four new classes of 
frigates. The "i/hitby" and "Blaclrwood** classes v;ere configured 
for ASW duties, 'the “Leopard” class as ’anti-aircraft escorts 
for convoys, and the ’ “Salisbury “ class to furnish aircraft 
direction facilities for fighters protecting convoys. The 
numbers vrhich could be built V70uld depend on costs and the 
available funds neither of v;hich could be firmly estimated in 
1951 ♦ Ho\;ever, it was the Admiralty’s intention to lay heavy 
emphasis on this program and progressively to replace all of 
its V/orld VJar II frigates in both the active and reserve fleets 
This v;as an ambitious scheme designed to give the Royal Navy a 
meaningful capability for protecting Britain’s supply lines, 
Hov;ever, it was a long-range program based on a number of 
imponderables, and only time would tell if it was practical. 

At the same time a Herculean effort v;as initiated to 

Improve the nation's mine defenses. Britain’s V/orld War II 

minesweepers v;ere all practically either unfit for service or 

obsolete. The Russian’s have a reputation for being addicted 

to mine warfare, and the British Government, recalling the 

Germans' highly successful efforts in World War II, were partic 

ularly apprehensive about the country’s mine defenses. This 

v/as one area where NATO would be of little help. The United 

States had let its minesx^eeping capability lapse and had no 

intention of expending large sums in this area. This v.’as to be 

a strictly national problem. As a consequence the Admiralty 

inaugurated a large building program for minesv/eepers which was 

to continue until 195^ and to give Great Britain the most 

g8 

effective minesweeping capability in the v/orld. 

Just as the surface forces were concentrating on the 
Russian menace, the Fleet Air Arm llkev;ise turned its attention 
to this new threat. Due to the lack of funds and the Govern- 
ment ' s Ten Year Rule there had been very little aircraft pro- 
duction since the war, and the Fleet's aircraft Just as the 
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RAP’s were sadly obsolete. Starting in 1951 approximately 
one-third of the naval appropriation v;as diverted to aviation. 

The major emphasis was placed on anti-submarine warfare. Carrier 
borne aircraft had proved themselves remarkably adept at killing 
submarines in World .War II, and tho Admiralty intended to make 
full use of this capability. As early as 19^9 some effort had 
been devoted to developing a specially configured ASV/ plane. 

This program was accelerated and the Sea Lords managed to get 
this project placed in the super priority category. The 
goal was to deliver this plane to the Fleet at the earliest date. 

In addition steps were taken to reequip the Fleet Air 

Arm with 'its first Jet fighters - the ”Sea Hav;k”, a day fighter, 

and the "Sea Venom," an all weather interceptor. Due to the 

urgency of the rearmament effort these aircraft v;ere rushed 

into production before their development program v;as completed, 

and their performance v;as sub-par as compared to the most 

6l 

modern aircraft of that date. This did not seem too serious 
since the Admiralty contemplated using them only for defense 
of the Fleet and convoys, not against land targets. Neverthe- 
less, they were considered interim models and a long-range 
program v/as put in hand to develop more modern replacements. 

One of the Admiralty’s most pressing aviation problems 
’.■/as carriers. The five in the active fleet were all of World 
’»/ar II vintage and not configured to handle the higher per- 
formance planes v/hich were soon to come off the production 
line. Korea gave the .A.dmiralty the opportunity it needed to 
repair this deficiency. Today the Admiralty is often criticized 
for not having built more new carriers during this period. How- 
ever, in the context of the times the Navy's decision to mod- 
ernize instead seems rather v;ise. Carriers are by far the 
most expensive item in the Fleet's inventory, and a government 
that is hard pressed financially inevitably views them with 
suspicion. Hovrever, the onset of hostilities in Korea found 
the Royal Navy in a unique position. Some six carriers com- 
menced in World War II v.’ere still on the ways in 1950. While 
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funds had been throttled down to a trickle the Admiralty had 
nevertheless carried them as “under construction” and kept them 
alive as going projects. As a practical political matter it 
was much easier to “accelerate” than “commence” construction. 
Even though the original plans had to be altered to Incorporate 
the latest developments this scheme v;as still considerably 
cheaper than building nev; ones.^^ 

Militarily the Admiralty was more than satisfied. It 
had an immediate requirement for modern carriers and this v/as 
certainly the most expedient scheme for obtaining them. With 
the appropriate modifications these ships could be configured 
to handle any seaborne aircraft in sight at that time. Perhaps 
most important, the Sea Lords v/ere fully aware that they could 
get more ships for the investment this way. As a result the 
Korean rearmament program allcv;ed the Admiralty to commence an 
extensive carrier modernization program v;hich was to assure the 
post-war Fleet up-to-date carriers for over a decade. 

Thus the Russian naval forces had a profound impact on 
the Royal Wavy in the early 1950's. The Russian submarine fleet 
and naval air arm began to assume alarming proportions just at 
the time that the Korean War made increased funds available, and 
as a result they literally prescribed the direction which the 
bulk of the Royal Navy's shipbuilding and research programs \-;ere 
to take at a very critical time. The appearance of a tangible 
threat to Britain’s sea lanes made it possible for the Admiralty 
to obtain a sizeable share of the nation's scarce resources. 

In turn this relieved a great deal of the obsolescence that had 
been fast developing in the Fleet since World War II. Both 
modernization and building programs xrould furnish the seagoing 
forces v;ith up-to-date ships and planes which could better 
operate in a modern environment. 

On the other hand these developments did little to 
advance the Admiralty's thinking beyond World War II. Unques- 
tionably the preparations inspired by the Russian naval threat 
vere designed to fight a conventional general x^ar xvhich v^ould 



w. 








124 



last for several years. The Admiralty envisioned vast convoys 
plying the ocean protected by an umbrella of carrier planes and 
a ring of escorts flying the I’Thite Ensign. These arrangements 
largely ignored atomic weapons and Britain's economic adver- 
sities. Thus the trend inspired by the Russian naval threat 
served to tie the Admiralty to its traditional strategy which 
was due to become increasingly irrelevant in the coming years. 

fi4 

The Fleet’s Offensive Canabllities 

Throughout the early 1 950 * s v/hen the Admiralty v;as 
concentrating heavily on anti-submarine v;arfare there v;as some 
talk both in lay and professional circles of the Royal Navy 
becoming solely a "small ship" navy. Proponents of this scheme 
argued that Great Britain no longer had the resources to support 
a large variety of different type ships and that the Royal Navy 
should specialize in an area where it could make the most profit 
able contribution to the Allied effort. With this as a starting 
point they further reasoned that Britain's shipbuilding Industry 
and naval skills could best be employed by concentrating on 
fast anti-submarine destroyers and frigates. It was in this 
field that the naval threat to the United Kingdom was the 
greatest, and NATO's, seagoing forces the weakest. By devoting 
all of Britain's naval efforts to this one area it v;ould pre- 
sumably be possible to produce great numbers of escorts of high 
quality. In turn it would be up to the United States Navy to 
furnish any large ships v;hich might be required such as cruisers 
carriers, and logistics ships. 

This argument, at least on paper, had some limited 
appeal in a nation constantly plagued v;ith economic problems, 
and at various times it was discussed informally by the Sea 
Lords. However, "the Board of Admiralty never seriously enter- 
tained it. For centuries the Royal Navy had been a "big 
ship" navy with strong traditions of independence, and the Sea 
Lords v;ere not about to reject that heritage just because money 
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v;as scarce for a few years. They insisted that the country 
needed and could support a large well balanced Fleet to guard 
its sea communications. The carrier was now the nev; capital 
ship, and the Admiralty was convinced that it had an important 
part to play in meeting the Russian submarine and air threat. 

Its ASh planes would assist the smaller ships in hunting for 
submarines, and its fighters would furnish overhead protection 
to warships and convoys alike. 

Hov^ever, these were essentially defensive missions. 

The Navy’s leaders v;ere not ready to reject completely the 
offensive tradition handed down from the past. Perhaps the 
days of the "battle line" were gone, but many nations, includ- 
ing the Soviet Union, still possessed powerful cruisers and 
large numbers of destroyers. There vms no assurance that they 
v;ould not present a future threat and in that event \rould have 
to be dealt v;ith in traditional style. The Navy’s overlords 
had given up the battleship, but they were determined that 
the aircraft carrier should assxnne its offensive responsibilities. 

For this reason, it was felt that along v;ith fighters 
and aircraft the Fleet Air Arm should alv/ays have a number of 
first line strike aircraft configured to attack other naval 
forces. This capability combined vrith the Fleet’s small 
cruiser force v;as intended to provide sufficient offensive 
power to meet any surface threat. Consequently, the Admiralty's 
aircraft replacement program in 1951 included the world’s first 
operational turbo-prop airplane, the "Wyvern. " It was to be 
a naval strike aircraft configured to carry either bombs or 
torpedoes. Like the other naval planes ordered in 1951 » it had 
been in the design stage since 19 ^ 5 , hut due to the lack of 
funds had never been fully proved. Nevertheless, it was put 
into production. Because of technical difficulties it didn’t 
reach the Fleet until late 1955. By that time it was obsolete 
as compared to other strike aircraft. Nevertheless, it demon- 
strated the Admiralty's intention to retain a significant 
offensive capability in the Fleet. 
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Despite the effort v^hlch was to go into modernizing the 
Fleet Air Arm it v:as clear that there had been no change in the 
Admiralty's basic reasoning v;ith regard to the employment of 
aircraft. Fighters v;ere still to be used to furnish the Fleet 
air cover and strike aircraft to attack surface ships. The 
same rationale which dominated the Sea Lords' thinking in the 
late 19 ^ 0 ' 3 Inspired the aircraft procurement program during 
the rearmament period. How'ever, these same years -were to 
v;itness the Fleet Air Arm expand its horizons, and in turn the 
Admiralty modify its views considerably on the potential of 
carrier borne aircraft. This alteration in attitude was to 
have important implications for the future and therefore 
deserves attention. It was more an evolution than a distinct 
change and v:as brought about by an accumulation of pressures. 

The first important event in this chain was further 
naval construction on the part of the Russians. This time it 
v;as surface ships. It v;as manifest by the outbreak of the 
Korean VJar that the Soviets intended to build more than sub- 
marines, and that they vrere modernizing their surface forces 
as well. In 195^ the "Sverdlov," the first of a nev; class of 
povierful cruisers, v;as launched, and it v;as to be followed by 
a succession of sister ships. 

Although the exact number planned v;as not knoim, it 
was obvious that the Russian Navy intended eventually to renew 
its cruiser fleet of about twenty vessels. As the emphasis 
in the Royal Navy shifted to anti-submarine destroyers and 
frigates, the Board of Admiralty became Increasingly concerned 
over this new surface threat. Its cruiser force was rapidly 
deteriorating, and v;ith its demise the Fleet would lose its 
heavy guns. Operating on a tight budget the Sea Lords pre- 
ferred to put their limited production funds available for 
large ships into aircraft carriers. They vrere a great deal 
more versatile than cruisers and appealed to the political 
overlords as well. The prospects for any future cruiser 
construction appeared dim. 
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By late 1951 the nation's atomic research program v/as 
reaching a critical stage and scientists v;ere looking forv/ard 
to the first test explosion. V/ith a viev; to the future, 
building i;as commenced on a huge vxeapons research establishment 
at Aldermaston. The Admiralty began to take a deeper interest 
in the program and stationed a team of observers at this estab- 
lishment to follow the program at first hand. It soon became 
obvious that in a fev; years atomic v:eapons v;ould not be as 
expensive as originally estimated. This meant that it v/ould 
be possible to produce them in o^uantity and perhaps a number 
of different types. Also there v;as some evidence that American 
scientists had succeeded in miniaturizing the comoonents of 
atomic weapons. These developments v;ould soon make tactical 
A-bombs possible. It v;ould be several years before such v/eapons 
would be in production, but they appeared to the Admiralty to be 
the ansv^er to the Sverdlov cruiser. Somev;here around 1951 the 
Admiralty submitted a requirement and received approval for a 
tactical nuclear bomb to be delivered by carrier borne aircraft 
to counter the Russian cruiser threat which was developing. 

Surprisingly enough this move generated little 
opposition from the Royal Air Force. Although Britain had yet 
to explode its first atomic device, the RAF was already looking 
to the day of small atomic weapons and was trying to develop 
support for such a project. The Navy’s request added weight 
to its case, and the two Services merged their request into a 
"joint" requirement for a small tactical A.-bomb. At the same 
time, hov;ever, the Air Council insisted that strategic weapons 
must have first priority. The Admiralty readily agreed. This 
move served to dilute any Air Force opposition, and on the 
Navy's part it v^as merely a recognition of the "facts of life." 
This marked the Navy's rather inauspicious entry into the 
nuclear weapons field. 

The next step followed logically. The Fleet needed a 
truly modern plane to carry this prospective weapon. The 
Admiralty soon laid dovm a requirement for an advanced jet to 
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carry an atomic v:eapon. Again there vras relatively little 
opposition voiced. The Admiralty insisted that it required 
such an aircraft in order to protect the Fleet from the Sverdlov 
cruiser. This was in agreement with the Navy’s current doctrine 
and v;as in line with the Royal Air Force’s official view of the 
function of naval aircraft. The RAF’s advocates conceded that 
carrier planes could be used profitably to furnish the Fleet 
and convoys air cover outside the range of land-based air. 

The Navy’s initial requirement did not appear to threaten any 
. of the Air Force's basic tenets, and was put in train with 

^ Q 

little fanfare. Nevertheless, this vras a turning point in 
the Navy's post-war thinking. Although this aircraft was 
originally designed to counter surface v/arships, it would be a 
versatile v;eapon system and v;ould lend itself to a variety of 
missions. 

Concurrently with these developments the Fleet Air Arm 
was in action in Korea and this experience v^as to have a pro- 
found effect on the Navy's doctrinal thinking. It served to 
impress upon many British naval officers the aircraft carrier's 
considerable capability as an offensive v:eapons-system and to 
excite the ambitions of the Fleet's aviators. 

On June 15» 1950 when the North Korean Army stormed 
across the 38 th parallel the British Fleet xms "l ,000 miles 
from its base doing a summer cruise. Within five days it 
was in action off the North Korean coast. This force consisted 
of a light fleet carrier, two cruisers, two destroyers and 
three frigates - "a force numerically as strong as that which 
the United States Fleet could muster on the spot."”^^ By 
July 5 these ships had been reinforced to make a total of 
seventeen British and Commonv;ealth units vjhich v;ere in action 
v/ithin a fortnight. 

Although the Royal Navy's contribution did not match 
the U. S. Navy's in Korea, it nevertheless played a prominent 
part in the naval activities of that war and acquitted itself 
with distinction. Throughout the course of hostilities Kis 
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Majesty’s ships operated in close cooperation v;ith the U« S. 

Fleet and furnished support to the armies ashore. Its tasks 

were varied, demanding, and covered practically the whole 

spectrum of naval responsibilities. 

Kov;ever, its principal long term contribution in Korea 

v;as the carrier borne air support which it furnished to the 

troops operating ashore. A total of four light fleet carriers 
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served at one time or another in Korean v/aters. They flew 

off nearly J>0,000 operational sorties, fired 16,000 rockets, 
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and dropped some 4,000 bombs. 1’Jhen hostilities commenced 

sixty sorties in one day was considered exceptional for a light 

fleet carrier. The Korean carriers very quickly pushed this 

figure higher. H. M. S. Ocean in a remarkable display of skill 

averaged 7^*3 sorties a day for 79 days running. The highest 
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for one day v:as 123. H. M. S. Theseus established an out- 
standing safety record v;hen it completed more than 1 ,300 
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consecutive deck landings v;ithout a failure or an accident. 

These are only samples of the Fleet Air Arm's performance in 
Korea, but they are indicative of the high standards which 
characterized British operations. 

¥hile the operational record on the scene was a proud 
one, the overall picture was not so bright. .4s already noted 
the Admiralty had not envisioned troop support or inter- 
diction work as one of the Fleet Air Arm's missions. Carriers 
arriving off Korea had very little training in this type of 
flying, nor did they have aircraft configured for such operations. 
There v/as not a Jet in an operational squadron of the Fleet Air 
Arm. Korean carriers v;ere employing Sea Furies for fighter 
protection and Firefly II 's as strike aircraft. The Sea Fury 
had a top speed of 400 knots and was grossly inferior to the 
Russian MIG 15’s used by the North Koreans, The Firefly II was 
a general purpose attack aircraft configured to carry anti-ship 
bombs and torpedoes. By definition it v:as slov/er and less 
maneuverable than the Sea Fury. Both planes v;ere outmatched by 
the opposition and neither was designed for support work ashore. 
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Improvisation on the scene made up for many of these 

deficiencies. Initially the MIQ-’s (when they chose to fight) 

took a rather startling toll. One carrier lost 25 % of its 
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aircraft in the first few days of action. ‘ However, by 
adopting close formation tactics and hugging the ground 
carrier aircraft were often able to baffle their opponents. 

More important they selected tactical targets which were not 
normally protected by MiG’s. Ground support techniques were 
learned on the scene through trial and error. It is a remark- 
able tribute to the skill and innovative abilities of the Royal 
Navy’s pilots that they v;ere able to make such a substantial 
contribution to the Korean effort vrith so little preparation 
and inferior aircraft. On the othei* hand the Korean Wan high- 
lighted one of the most glaring voids in the Admiralty’s 
planning. V/orld War II had demonstrated the value of fast 
mobile carriers supporting certain types of land operations, 
yet the Royal Navy had failed to exploit these lessons. 

Operations in Korea w'ere bound to enhance the status 
of the Fleet Air Arm and influence the course of Admiralty 
policy and thinking. Many naval officers, both senior and 
junior, having v;itnessad or studied the Fleet’s experience in 
the Far East v/ere convinced that the Navy’s Air Arm could 
play a larger role in Britain’s defense strategy than had pre- 
viously been assigned to it, and they were determined to improve 
its offensive capabilities. They believed that the Navy's 
planes should be capable of attacking either land or maritime 
targets and of penetrating to a target against land-based 
fighter opposition. 

Not all the elements in the Royal Navy agreed on this 
philosophy and the next few years were to generate some dissension 
over v/hat the exact place of the carrier was. Nevertheless, by 
the end of the Korean War the aviation branch had come into its 
owm. Many of the more responsible staff billets were held by 
officers who had flovrn in combat in VJorld War II. There v;era 
several flag officers who were career aviators, and one of them 
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was sit tins Board of Admira,lty. It was inevitable that 

they would have an increasinsly strong voice in the affairs of 
the Navy, and Korea gave then an impressive precedent to cite 
which confirmed their arguments for a stronger and offensively 
minded Fleet Air ArE* 

The Navy's major problem in Korea had been Communist 
fighter opposition, mainly the Russian MIG- 15. Returning pilots 
took up the cause for faster and better fighters. It was clear 
that the jets due to come into service shortly (Sea Hawk and 
Sea Venom) would be obsolete by Russian standards almost as 
soon as they entered the Fleet. As a result new life w'as in- 
jected into the Navy's fighter development program, and the 
aviation branch of the Naval Staff turned its attention to the 
next generation of aircraft. Tv;o planes - the “Scimitar," a 
day fighter, and the "Sea Vixen," an all weather Interceptor - 
had been in development for sometime, but due to lack of money 
v;ork had been discontinued. These projects were revived. The 
staff requirements vjere altered in order to make them competi- 
tive w'ith land-based aircraft and capable of penetrating enemy 
territory. In addition the Scimitar v;as to be given an inter- 
diction and ground support capability, and the Admiralty managed 
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to get it tagged as a super priority project.' Unfortunately , 
it would be some time before these aircraft v;ould see service, 
but this was a noteworthy step. The Admiralty x-zas beginning 
to think in terms of fighters vjhich could penetrate enemy terri- 
tory, and at the same time hit tactical targets and support 
troops. 

Korea had also indicated the need for a modern strike 
plane capable of carrying a large bomb load. In that v^ar the 
Fleet Air Arm had depended on an aircraft v:hich v:as originally 
designed as a torpedo bomber, the Firefly. It had proved 
grossly inadequate for hitting tactical targets ashore. The 
Nyvern which vias the scheduled replacement, due to come in 
service around 1955» although configured to carry conventional 
bombs as v;ell as torpedoes did not offer the improved performance 
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that was needed, nor was it capable of carrying the heavy 
payloads required for ground support. However, the picture 
was not so bleak. The atomic strike aircraft v.'hich the Admiralty 
v/as developing promised to be fully capable of meeting these 
needs. In essence the measures being taken to meet the Sverdlov 
cruiser promised to correct one of the most serious deficiencies 
spotlighted by Korea, It is interesting to note that many 
aviators began to look on the forthcoming ‘'Buccaneer" more as 
an aircraft for striking land targets than as a counter to the 
Sverdlov cruiser. Nevertheless, it would be some time before 
the official justification for the Buccaneer was altered to 
expand its mission. Certainly, there was no reason to offend 
the Air Force unnecessarily. 

Though the Sverdlov cruiser and the Korean War were 
instrumental in laying the groundv;ork for expanding the Fleet 
Air Arm's role, it was the Royal Navy's connection with NATO 
v;hich exercised the largest influence in this regard. In 1951 
as part of the allied military effort an American Admiral v;as 
appointed Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic with his headquarters 
at Norfolk, Virginia. He v;as to head a staff composed of naval 
officers from the North Atlantic countries, and his major task 
was to draw up plans for the collective employment of the naval 
forces available to NATO in the event of a general war. It was 
no secret that one of the British G-overrjuent ' s major political 
objectives was to bind the United States to the defense of 
Europe irrevocably, and the Royal Navy enthusiastically sup- 
ported this reasoning. By 1951 the Admiralty had come to the 
conclusion that in the event of a global v;ar it must act in 
conjunction with the United States Navy if it v;as to succeed 
in securing Britain's sea communications. 

Predictably the bulk of ships available to SACLANT v;ere 
to be American, and the U. S. Navy's strategic thinking inevit- 
ably dominated NATO's naval planning. Starting in 1 9‘^6 the 
U, S. Navy had gone to great efforts to develop a nuclear cap- 
ability and after a series of clashes with the U. S. Air Force 
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had succeeded in arresting for itself a share in America s 

77 

strategic deterrent. To this end the Ajnerican Navy was build- 
ing a number of huge attack carriers of over 60,000 tons and 
planned to complement them vrith multi-engine bombers capable of 
carrying large nuclear weapons. U. S. Navy planners envisioned 
carrier borne aircraft sharing in the initial strategic attacks 
in a nuclear v;ar, and strategic targets were eventually allotted 
to the U. S. carriers. In the Atlantic the U. S. Second Fleet 
based at Norfolk, Virginia v/as assigned to SACLANT. This gave 
him a potent group of attack carriers around vzhich to organize 
his forces. In the event of a general war this Fleet v;as to be 
redesignated as the NA.T0 Strike Fleet. In accord v;ith U. S. 
thinking it was to deploy to the North A.tlantic and attack tar- 
gets in Northern Prussia with atomic bombs and hopefully to support 

landings in the Scandinavian area. This mission v/as given number 
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one priority among SA.CLA1IT ' s responsibilities.' 

The U. S. Navy ^^^hich was concerned over its ovrn position 
in America’s defense heirarchy was encouraging the A.dmiralty to 
commit its carriers to NATO Strike Fleet. .Admirals in Washington 
believed that this would strengthen their hand in the fight to 
retain a share in the delivery of the American deterrent. The 
British naval leaders for their part did not vlsh to antagonize 
the U. S. Navy. On the contrary they v;ere willing to go to great 
lengths to cement the tie between the two Services, however, the 
Board of Admiralty had never conceived of the Fleet as a vehicle 
for delivering atomic weapons against land targets. For reasons 
discussed earlier the general sentiment among the Sea Lords was 
that the Fleet v;as not suited to such a task. In fact they had 
never visualised the Royal Navy taking part in the initial nuclear 
exchange at all. Even those officers \^rho believed that the Fleet 
should have an offensive capability against land targets were 
thinking in conventional terms and had in mind actions such as 
Korea. 

However, there v/ere some compelling reasons for 
accepting the Amierlcan suggestion. Such a role v;ould give the 
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Fleet another* laportant general v;ar rrission and further 
emphasize its importance, Korea had illustrated that naval 
aircraft could be effective against land targets and could 
furnish effective support to troops. In addition, the Admiralty 
was malring a vigor'ous effort to improve the calibre of its air- 
craft and expected in the not too distant future to have a 
tactical nuclear capability. This would x'^astly improve the 
Fleet’s ability to participate in the type of operations SACLANT 
v:as planning. By 1952 this scheme did not appear as impractical 
as it had originally. 

From the political standpoint participation in SACLANT’s 
plans v;ould give the Navy further justification for its carriers 
and strengthen its case v;ith the political overlords. "There 
is no question that claims for funds to support NATO activities 
v/ere less closely examined by the Government than those with 
strictly national purposes in mind, From a purely parochial 

point of view this v/ould facilitate ' obtaining nev aircraft and 
creating the offensive capability tov;ard which the Admiralty 
v;as beginning to work. By 1952 the Government had already 
begun to cut back the rearmament program, and there was every 
prospect that further reductions would be made in the future. 
Also attention v;as beginning to shift to nuclear weapons, and 
many naval officers reached the conclusion, with some justifi- 
cation, that conventional arms V70uld have to defer to nuclear 
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weapons. 

All these considerations encouraged the Admiralty to 
accept the American doctrine and to pledge its carriers to the 
Strike Fleet. This doctrine was publicly referred to in the 
1955 Statement on Defense and the First Lord’s VThite Paper° 
of that year, but the commitment was made much earlier. Start- 
ing in 1952 the Fleet participated in NATO exercises V7ith the 
Strike Fleet. However, it should be emphasized that there was 
considerable disagreement v/ithin the Navy over this strategy. 

A large number of officers didn’t believe that this was the 
proper function of the Fleet, and they insisted that in an 
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atonic vrar an attacking naval force in close to an enemy coast 
v;ould be a high priority target and too vulnerable. Never- 
theless, for both military and political reasons the Board of 
Admiralty chose to cooperate v/ith SACLANT. 

Even then the Admiralty never intended to acquire a 
strategic capability in the technical sense of the term. 
Britain’s naval planes v;ere not capable of carrying strategic 
atomic v.-eapons nor v;ere its carriers big enough to handle 
large bombers. The shortage of funds precluded any extensive 
program for constructing larger aircraft carriers. The 
Admiralty v;as still convinced that the Royal Navy should not 
compete v/ith the RAP's V-bombers» Instead it intended to 
develop a tactical nuclear capability. This was much more in 
line v;ith the Navy’s previous strategical thinking and re- 
quired very little change in terms of equipment. Practically, 
this meant that the Pleet Air Arm v;ould eventually furnish 
aircraft to the Strike Pleet which could carry small atomic 
weapons and attack targets a i'evi hundred miles from the parent 
carrier. These' planes would strike specific tactical targets 
near the coast v;here accuracy v;ould be a requirement. They 
were in no sense expected to penetrate the Russian heartland 
or to participate in saturation bombing. The intention was 
to give the NATO Strike Pleet an additional tactical atomic 
capability, which would complement its overall offensive power. 

From the perspective of the Royal Navy the NATO commit- 
ment enlarged the Fleet’s general v:ar role and promised to 
exploit the full potential of its carriers. During this period 
Russia V7as consuming the bulk of the Government’s attention. 

The military effort v/as largely directed tov:ard countering the 
Soviet threat. The Admiralty hoped by this move to play a 
larger part in those preparations and to insure the future of 
the Fleet’s carriers and offensive capability. It should be 
remembered that at the time (1951 to 195-^) the Royal Navy had 
no atomic v;eapons. It v;ould be a number of years before the 
Fleet had even an effective conventional strike capability. 
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Nevertheless, this commitment signified a marked change in the 
Board of Admiralty’s attitude. It was envisioning naval forces 
carrying the war to enemy territory, attacking land targets, and 
supporting troops. 

It v;as this facet of the A.dmiralty’s ambitions vfhich 
revived the RAF-Navy tension that had characterized the pre- 
war years and vas to mark the next decade. The Air Ministry 
had never quarrelled with the Navy’s basic mission of securing 
the sea lanes and of escorting convoys. On the other hand it 
insisted that the Fleet should have a very limited air role. 

RAP leaders did not dispute the need for carriers to offer 
air protection to convoys and to perform ASV/ missions at long 
distances from land, rlowever, they contended that all other 
functions could and should be handled by land-based aircraft. 

It v;as inevitable that they would object to the direction Navy 
plaruiing v;as taking. 

The argument over the proper role of aircraft carriers 

had continued for years. It v;as pushed with special vigour in 

the professional journals in the middle ’fifties. It was brought 

to the general public’s attention by a spirited exchange of 

correspondence in The Times in 1955» For several weeks a 

number of very orestigious retired Air Marshal and Admirals 
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carried on this verbal contest in the public press. As with 
most such duels in the British press, it. had little effect on 
Government policy, nor did it change the minds of the pro- 
fessionals on either side. On the other hand it accurately 
reflected the controversy v/hich v;as gradually mounting behind 
^/hitehall’s public facade. As the Navy’s plans became manifest, 
RAP leaders began to complain about the money v/hich was being 
diverted to the carrier program and carrier aircraft , particu- 
larly those designed for strike missions. Their arguments 
reflected their ow'n approach to problems of defense. They in- 
sisted that the prime need was for strategic bombers and that 
carrier aircraft did not lend themselves to this role and were 
therefore a poor investment. Por several reasons, however, the 
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RAP attacks in the early 1950‘s had little effect on the Navy 
carrien prograci. 

Firsts the Air Force's sesantic offensive was remark- 
ably restrained. “This can generally be attributed to its rising 
affluence and pro-eminence in the post-Eorean period. It was 
solely responsible for the deterrent and this v;as the priority 
program in Britain’s defense establishment. Certainly at that 
poino the Navy did not appear to threaten this position even 
though the Fleet Air Arm xms presumably infringing on the 
rap’s area of operations. Actually, the Air Force was having 
difficulty spending the money at its disposal. The Aircraft 
industry could not handle the sudden demands *v^hich the Korean 
rearmament had placed upon it. This made it doubtful that 
diverting money from the Navy to the RAF would accelerate the 
modernization of the Air Force. 

Secondly, and perhaps even more important the very 
nature of the defense organization before 1957 made it diffi- 
cult for one Service to exert more than general pressure on 
another. The Minister of Defense v;as mors a coordinator than 
a decision-maker. He possessed a very small staff and had to 
depend on the individual ministries to supply him with infor- 
mation and advice. It v;as certainly not customary for him to 
tamper with the detailed programs of each Service, and it was 
questionable x^hether he had the practical facilities to do so 
wisely. He could set the overall guidelines and control the 
broad allocation of resources, but he relied heavily on the 
Chiefs of Staff for recommendations on any major changes in the 
makeup or functions of the services. In this body the Navy had 

as strong a voice as the Air Force, As a result, policies were 
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ofsen compromises rather than logically coherent schemes, but 
irrespective of that it made it difficult for the Air Force to 
impose its unilateral views on the Fleet. Within the general 
parameters set by the G-overnment and the Chiefs of Staff 
Committee each branch was relatively free to pursue its oxm 
inclinations. 
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In essence this meant that up until 1957 the Navy v;as 
never forced to justify its carriers or the v;ay it intended to 
employ them - except in very general terms. It \ms hampered 
by its small total budget, but within that limitation it had 
a relatively free hand to develop the Fleet Air Arm as it sav; 
fit - despite the Aii* Force's harassing and sniping. Hovrever, 
that argument resurrected the pre-'war tension between the 
Admiralty and Air Council - of which more later. 

The Fruits of Rearmament 



The Korean rearmament program enabled the defense 
establishment to tachle the obsolescence that v;as fast over- 
taking its equipment. However, the picture was by no means all 
bright, for it was during this same period that the post-war 
technical and economic facts-of-life were brought home forcibly 
to the military Services. 

In the case of the Navy this can perhaps best be 

illustrated by briefly reviewing the Fleet's physical status. 

By 1955 the modernization and building programs initiated 

during the Korean crisis were having marked effects on the 
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Fleet, Five new or modernised carriers all capable of hand- 
ling a new generation of aircraft had been commissioned, and one 
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more v:as still in progress. Sight nev; destroyers had joined 
the seagoing forces, and practically all the remaining destroyers 
v;hlch had been commissioned between 19^-5 and 1 9'^!-7 had been 
refitted with improved ASN weapon systems. Some tv;enty-seven 
World VJar II “tin cans” had been completely modernized and con- 
verted to ASW frigates to assist with the escort of either the 
Fleet or seaborne trade. Although no nev frigates had joined 
the active fleet as yet, some twenty-three were in various 
stages of construction and v;ere to start phasing into the active 
forces in 1956. Six more were to be laid dovm in the coming 
year. The bulk of the active submarine force had been modernized 
to include snorkels and high capacity batteries. Some 175 ^lew 
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minesvreepers had baen coaplated allovfing replacement of the 
active forces* entire complement and the strengthening of the 
reserve fleet in this category. These ships v;ere configured 
to clear both contact and magnetic mines. Some modernizing 
had been accomplished on several cruisers, and a decision 
taken in 195^- to complete three new cruisers which had been 
on the stocks since 1945. 

All the modernized ships and those building included 

extensive improvements allov/ing them to operate in the vicinity 

of atomic detonations and radiation. Considerable advances had 

been made in anti-subm.arine v/eaponry and sonar. Also the Royal 

Navy had made remarkable progress in propulsion machinery. An 

ambitious research program v;as being prosecuted to develop a 

sophisticated anti-aircraft shipborne guided missile (Seaslug) 

for combatting air attack. As to aircraft the Fleet Air A.rm 

nov/ had all jets in its fighter squadrons, and the interim 

replacement program initiated in 1951 had been practically 

completed. The G-annet ASW plane v^as as good as any in the 

v;orld at that time. In many ways the British Fleet of 1956 

v/as a rejuvenated force, and the next fev; years promised the 

addition of a host of nev; frigates. The Fleet was composed 
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of the follov;ing units; 



Operational Sta.tus 

4 -Aircraft Carriers 
9 Cruisers 

29 Destroyers 
28 Frigates 
44 Submarines 
37 Minesweepers 
7 Landing Vessels 

Reserve Fleet 

6 A.ircraft Carriers 
12 Cruisers 

5 Battleships 
44 Destroyers 

110 Frigates 
15 Submai-'ines 
190 Minesv;eepers 



Trials and Training; 

3 Aircraft Carriers (2 employed 
in non-flying training) 

1 Cruiser 

1 G-uided Weapons Trial Ship 
3 Destroyers 
24 Frigates 
28 Minesv/eepers 

1 Tank Landing Ship 

Construction 

2 Aircraft Carriers 

3 Cruisers 
23 Frigates 

2 Submarines 
69 Minesweepers 
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Hovrever, the picture v;as not as bright as it 
superficially appears. The Navy’s share of the total budget 
had been consistently smaller than either the Army or the Royal 
Air Force. Despite the greater amounts of money going into the 
naval program since 195^ > it uas still not sufficient. In this 
regard it should be recalled that the original Korean rearma- 
ment program v;as cut bach twice in 1952. Also the years of 
drought from 19-^6 to 1950 had severely intensified the problem 
of obsolescence. On top of this, cost of equipment rose sharply 
and steadily along with salaries. Modern ships as a result of 
their complexity v:ere much more elaborate and costly than their 
predecessors. Before the war a destroyer cost some £400,000; 
by 1955 it v/as £3s000,000. Pre-war submarines cost £300,000; 
new ones in 1957 v;ere approximately £2,500,000, “The tv;o 
Ark Royals most clearly demonstrate hoxj naval costs have rocket- 
ed, The 1937 Ark Royal cost £3,216,000 and the 1955 one 
£21,500,000,”^^ In addition modern ships require approximately 
20^ larger crews than their pre-war- counterparts. Yet the 
personnel of the Royal Navy x\’as steadily decreased from 1952 to 
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1956* “ All this resulted in a marked reduction in the size of 
the active fleet, Many of the Navy’s ships v;ere nev/er, faster, 
more powerful and better able to operate in a modern wartime 
environment , but in 1955 the number of operational units at sea 
was slightly less than in 19^8, The reserve fleet had likev/ise 
shrunl:, particularly in the carrier and cruiser categories. In 
addition, there had been no modernization of the reserve fleet 
v;ith the exception of the minesv;eepers and a few frigates. 

An increasingly larger share of the naval estimates had 



to be allocated to research. 
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Experimental and aircraft pro- 



grams proved a great deal more expensive and complex than antic- 
ipated. The Admiralty had hoped to commence a class of guided 
missile cruisers or destroyers to follo’./' the Daring class 
destroyer, but the Seaclug missile program v:as delayed due 
to development problems and v:as not available by 1956. Conse- 
quently construction had been postponed until the missile showed 
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better prospects. This neant that the Fleet v;ould have to 
stretch the life of its dests’oyers for several years longer 
than planned. Costs on this missile project greatly exceeded 
the original estimates because of the scientists* unfamiliarity 
with missile development problems. ^ The frigate replacement 
program v/hich commenced in 195^ showed promise of giving the 
Fleet an extremely high calibre escort. Kov/ever, by 1955 it 
v;as clear that the most the Navy could expect was to replace 
the frigates in the active forces, and it i/ould take several 
more years before that could be accomplished. 

As to aircraft both research and procurement schedules 
v;ere delayed and stretched out over longer periods than orig- 
inally anticipated. This vras necessary because of various 

factors, not the least of which was the priority awarded to 
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the RAF's V-boaber force. As a result it v;ould be several 

years before the Fleet could get a fighter or strike aircraft 

capable of meeting its land-based counterparts. The Fleet 

still did not have atomic v;eapons despite the number of 
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references to them in tliite Papers. Also it did not have 
an aircraft capable of carrying them in 1955 > although it v;as 
proceeding toxfards such a capability. Altogether, rapidly 
advancing technology had \rorked some encouraging changes in 
the Fleet's equipment, but economic conditions still severely 
restricted its size and strength. I-Ioreover, there v/as no sign 
of relief. The Navy had passed through a period of emergency 
in v;hich vastly increased funds were made available. But there 
was still insufficient money to create the type of Fleet v/hich 
the Admiralty desired, and as the emergency subsided so had the 
funds. It was manifest that the Royal Navy would never again 
dispose the resources of old, even in a crisis. 

These developments presented a rather depressing picture 
for the .A-dmiralty in 1955. The Soviet Navy had taken giant 
strides. The Communists continued to expand their submarine 
force to some four hundred boats. Two hundred and fifty of 
these v;ere long range ocean-going types equipped with snorkels 
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and high capacity batteries capable of ranging every oc^an of 
the v;orld.^^ This is an even more imposing number v;hen it is 
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realized that in 1939 Germany had only 57 operational U-boats. 

The formidable Soviet force v;as supported by 18 modern Sverdlov 

type cruisers, over 120 first-line destroyers, and a shore-based 

naval air force of 2,500 planes. The Soviets still had no 

carriers, but in the early 1950’s the Russian Fleet had become 

the second largest in the v/orld, and its ability to threaten 

Great Britain’s supply lines had become most imposing. 

The Royal Navy had by no means increased in the same 

proportion. Technically it had done reasonably v;ell in keeping 

abreast of naval developments. British sonar, escort ships, 

and anti-submarine tactics uero among the world’s foremost. 

The major problem v.^as one of quantity, not quality. VJhen pitted 

against a determined submarine effort 29 destroyers and 28 frigates 

were too few. Of course the Admiralty counted heavily on the 

reserve fleet in an emergency, but most of these ships had not 

been modernized. They were rapidly becoming obsolete - with 

the possible exception of the minesweepers v;hich v;ould play 

little part in a war on the high seas. 

Of course British naval planning envisioned a joint 

Allied effort in protecting the sea lanes. This brightened 

the plcuure, but it still left a great deal to be desired. It 

is true uhat the other NATO navies had numerous escort type 

ships v/hich \:ould go into the common defense effort. Again, 

the bulk of these were in mothballs and would have to be acti- 
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vated and modernized. In a general war each of these countries 

v/ould have had its own defense problems, and each participant 
would multiply the communication lines to be protected. Of all 
the NATO countries Great Britain relied the most heavily on 
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sea transport and would be expected to contribute accordingly. ‘ 

Yet, it seemed to be falling further behind in the numbers that 
it could provide to NATO, despite the Korean rearmament effort. 

As to the Royal Navy’s other general v;ar duties its 
plans had yet to be implemented. Despite the ambitious claims 



of Defense V.Tiite Papers, the Fleet, at least in 1956, could 
not contribute to the NATO Strike Fleet's nuclear capability. 

It had no atomic weapons, and its only responsibility in a 
nuclear exchange v;ould have been survival. This is typical of 
V/hi'ce Papers - they talk in terms of the present about devices 
and v.’eapons that are still in the planning or development stage. 
The Royal Navy had made a sincere effort to prepare its forces 
to survive a nuclear v;ar - v/ithin the funds available. Prac- 
■Lically all of its ships vere configured for defense against 
atomic radiation and fall-out. The four operational carriers 
v;ere highly mobile and capable of keeping the seas for extended 
periods. Each of these embarked about sixty aircraft divided 
equally between fighters (also capable of carrying light bombs 
and rockets), strike aircraft (light bombers), and anti-sub- 
marine planes. They unquestionably represented an attack 
potential with a relatively good probability of surviving an 
atomic onslaught. 

Nevertheless, the inferior quality of the British planes 
v.'hen compared to their Russian counterparts, and the lack of 
tactical atomic weapons v/ould have reduced the Fleet's ability 
to defend itself and to project its power against shore targets 
even in a conventional conflict. The Admiralty's basic thinking 
had changed and strenuous efforts v;ere being made to correct 
these deficiencies, but it would be several years before the 
Fleet’s offensive capabilities would fit it for the general war 
role xniich the Admiralty envisioned for it. Again it should be 
recognized that in any general war, British strategy envisioned 
a union of the U. S. and Royal Navies. By 1955 the U. S, Sixth 
Fleet had expanded considerably and was the largest naval force 
in the Mediterranean. ' ^ The English fleet ims v;ell suited to 
complement America’s task forces. Although generally smaller 
Britain's carriers and other units were equal to U. S. ships in 
all ot-her respects. This x/as one of the general Xirar virtues of 
the Royal Navy in 1956. It x/ould have added materially to 
NATO's naval strength. Hov;ever, the Fleet's very size raised 
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the question of v;hether this v/ns a convincing rationale for its 
existence. At full strength the British carriers could have put 
a naxinum of some two hundred fighter and strike planes into the 
airland it was unlikely that the Fleet vrould beat full strength 
at the right time and place. 

In essence, lack of funds had prevented the x^oyal Navy 
from keeping pace v/ith the naval threat arising in the East and 
from implementing its own plans. Quite clearly, the official 
viev/ exaggerated the Royal Navy's capabilities. Although its 
effici;sncy ana quality had improved, the international military 
configuration had changed so drastically that its ability to 
fight a general v;ar had seriously declined. It was still able 
to make a significant contribution to the free world's navies 
in a general war. However, in the mid-1950*s still o'ther de- 
velopments 'were casting a shado'w on the need for sea pov/er and 
threatening the Admiralty's basic strategical rationale for the 
Fleet. It is appropriate no\^ to look at these developments. 

Thermo-Nuclear V/eaoons and Disillusionment 



In the first fev; years after the v;ar atomic v/eapons 
exercised little influence on British defense thinking. However, 
once the atomic energy program came to fruition and Britain 
had exploded its own fission weapon, one discovers an increasing 
sense of ambivalence about defense policy and an ever widening 
rift betvreen the views of the three Services. The fundamental 
question a*t issue was: VJhat type of war must the nation be 

prepared to fight? 

It is a relatively simple matter to piece together the 
Admiralty's vievr. The Navy's Korean program emphasized anti- 
submarine ships, v;eapons, and planes. These v;ere intended not 
only to protect the Fleet but also, just as important, cargo 
convoys. In addition an impressive effort was devoted to mine 
countermeasures and minesweepers. All these measures 'were tied 
to a vision of a global war v/ith Russia vrhere conventional 
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weapons would play a major role. This image justified a large 
reserve fleet and a reserve personnel organization which could 
be employed in times of crisis to expand the active forces and 
to provide a continuous stream of replacements for battle 
casualties. 

These measures meshed comfortably vrith NATO's naval 
strategy. Although SACJLINT planned to use atomic weapons to 
hit centers of Soviet maritime povrer, his plans "depended on 
the assumption that another Battle of the Atlantic v/ould be 
fought, the object of which would be to bring supplies from 
North America across the ocean in order to support the armies 
and air forces operating in Europe and to feed the people of 
the countries engaged. It w'as further intended to utilize 

the reserve fleets of the Allied countries to carry out this 
task. Essentially all of NATO’s preparations were aimed towards 
a protracted vrar v/ith the Soviet Union on the general pattern 
of World War II. 



In 1950 when the Korean crisis broke out the Navy’s 
thinking vras by no means unique. Korea xiras generally inter- 
preved to increase the prospects of a general v;ar, and all 
three Services v/ere still wedded to conventional war concepts. 
This was manifest in the rearmament period. The Army expanded 
and modernized its conventional v;eapons and continued to rely 
on its VJorld War II organization. In addition it still depended 
on a large reserve organization to expand in emergencies and 
large numbers Mere called up for Korea. Concurrently the Air 
Force, although giving priority to its bomber program, embarked 
on a massive expansion in which all commands received a share. 

It also relied heavily on a reserve organization which was 
intended to be employed in a long global war. 

Hov/ever, v;ith the British atomic explosion at Monte 
Bello and the gradual shift to deterrence initiated in 1952, 
the Air Council began to revise its views on the nature of a 



general 



The airmen contended that atomic Xv'eapons made a 



long war unlikely, and that victory v/ould be decided by the 
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atomic onslaught, not by conventional weapons- Consequently 

1 05 

the overwhelming emphasis should be placed on fission v;eapons. 
Although all three Services had concurred in the decision to 
build up an atomic stockpile and strategic bomber force, the 
Navy and Army still gave little indication that they had lost 
faith in conventional v/eapons or that they detected any marked 
changes in the type of v;ar to be prepared for. The Admiralty 
was convinced that ‘ohe Fleet could operate in an atomic environ- 
ment, and fission v;eapons would not in themselves decide the w^ar. 
All the new British ships incorporated design features to im- 
prove their protection against fall out, radiation and blast 
effects. In addition the Admiralty’s strategists ’'believed 
strongly that improved air defenses and dispersion 'would counter 

1 os 

the bomb at sea. " Atomic w'sapons xi/ould complicate the problem 

of keeping Britain’s supply lines open, but they would not 

eliminate the need for seaborne forces. In essence naval planners 

still viev.-ed the atomic bomb as a "bigger and better bomb. " 

It should be emphasized that this concept was not too 

difficult to sell in Britain in the early 1950’s - politicians 

and laymen alike sincerely believed that a general war would 

1 oy 

follov; this pattern, ' The British had little experience with 
or direct knov;ledge of atomic bombs. The thermo-nuclear X'/eapon 
had not entered the arena as yet. There was a general feeling 
that although the atomic bomb had changed the scale of v^arfare, 
it had by no means eliminated the need for conventional forces. 

It xjould be several years even after Monte Bello before the 
armed forces would have fission bombs in any numbers, and 
radical changes should be made only as increased experience 
dictated them. Despite the factual information available on 
the devastating effects of such weapons, the patterns of VJorld 
War II vrere deeply etched in British memories, and statesmen 
x;ere slox^r to grasp the full implications of these nex-/ develop- 
ments. Moreover, the great bulk of Britain's forces v;ere con- 
ventional and it would have taken extraordinary courage and 
confidence, even rashness, for the leadership to discard them 
v:ithout a clearer picture of xv’hat the future held. 
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Actually the Services had reachea a eomproiaise , or more 
accurately a negotiated truce, among themselves in order to 
reconcile their differing views. About the same time the 
Chiefs of Staff Committee gave its approval to building up the 
strategic bomber force, it adopted the concept of "broken- 
backed" xv^arfare. This theory postulated that in the event of 
global ’v;ar, if no decisive results were reached during the 
initial nuclear exchange, "hostilities would decline in inten- 
sity, though perhaps less so at sea than elsevfnere , and a 
period of broken-backed warfare would follow, during which the 

opposing sides V70uld seek to recover their strength, carrying 

1 03 

on the struggle in the meantime as best they might." 

Obviously this reasoning justified the retention of 'conventional 
forces which could survive an s-tomic onslaught. In many v;ays 
this was a straight forv;ard deal to allow all three Services to 
pursue their separate policies. This doctrine, although 
formulated much earlier, did not appear publicly as official 
policy until the 195'^ Defense VJhite Paper. 

It is difficult to determine where the broken-backed 
^10 

concept originated, ‘ but it is rather clear that the Navy had 
the deepest interest in it of the three Services, Obviously 
deterrence offered the RAF a prime role. At the same time the 
nation's commitment to NATO in Europe, and cold war actions 
such as "alaya and Palestine assured the Army a significant 
place in the defense establishment. On the other hand the 
Navy’s major preparations had been made primarily to counter 
the Russian submarine force in a conventional global If 

this war i;as to be short then .the bulk of the Navy’s efforts 
v.'ere superfluous. The theory of broken-backed warfare ration- 
alized and vindicated the Navy’s preparations. Consequently, 
the Admiralty throughout this period insisted that "deterrence" 
must go hand in hand \iith broken-backed v;arfare. 

However, the concept of broken-backed \\farfare v?as to 
have a relatively short life, and it Vv^as never mentioned again 
in a defense hliite Paper. This can be attributed to the 
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dramatic appearance of the hydrogen bomb. On November 1, 1952 
the United States detonated a thermonuclear device at Eniuetok 
atoll, .although this event u'as reported by v/itnesses, it vas 
not officially confirmed for over a year. This history-making 
experiment was followed by t\;o Husslan explosions in August 1953 

and further .-anerican tests in I-Iarch ii 95^- which precipita'ted the 

« < 

famous “Lucky Dragon “ incident. ' ‘ .although there v:as a great 
deal of ' speculative information published on H-weapons it was 
the summer of 1954 before the U. S. Government released an 
official description of the stupendous area of destructive 
blast, radiation, and fall out associated with thermonuclear 
detonations. ‘ “ This report dispelled all doubt as to the 
comparative power of .4-bombs and K-bombs. Thersio-nuclear 
weapons v;ere a quantum jump in destructive pov/er. It v;as no 
longer credible to talk as if nuclear v/eapons v/ere just a 
“bigger and better bomb”; the hydrogen bomb was a totally nev; 
hreed of monster which required radically novel responses and 
adjustments. 



The revelations as oo the unprecedented pox'/er of 
thermo-nuclear X':eapons had a tremendous impact on the British 
Government. .Ibove all “it removed most of the remaining doubts 
about the atomic revolution in v:a.rfare.“ ^ The British White 
Paper on Defense in 1955 examined at great length the Import of 
hydrogen bombs and expressed the Goverranent ’ s decision to pro- 
v'ide Britain with fusion weapons at the earliest possible date. 
According to the document the brightest hope for peace lay xi?ith 
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Western nuclear superiority, and it committed Britain firmly 
to a deterrent policy wdnich ’would be pursued in conjunction with 
the United States. The White Paper accelerated the Royal Air 
Force’s rise to ascendancy announcing that “increasing emphasis" 
x>,'ould be placed on the deterrent and strategic air pov;er. ^ 
Nevertheless, the Government v;as obviously uncertain 
about the future of conventional forces. Just as it had done 
v/hen introducing atomic bombs, it v/as deferring any radical 
readjustments until its own hydrogen v/eapons v;ere available, and 
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the situation had developed further. This v:as clearly manifest 
in the passage that solemnly declared "the development of 
nuclear weapons does not moan that the 'use of naval and land 
forces in a major v;ar is now obsolete or outmoded. “ ^ It 

went on to insist that the enemy v;ould also have to be fought 
at sea and on the ground in the traditional manner. Despite 
these qualifying statements, however, the '1955 White Paper 
opened a new era and heralded the beginning of a period of 
deep and painful soul-searching irithin the British Navy. 

Although it continued to present a brave and confident 
countenance to the public the introduction of thermo -nuclear 
weapons was to have a traumatic effect on the Royal Navy, This 
nev: development literally threatened the Navy's most cherished 
concepts, threw its strategical thinking into disarray, and 



threatened its very survival 
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The root of the Admiralty's 



discomfiture was the enormous destructive power of the hydro- 
gen bomb, and the influence that it would have on the nature 
of a global war. If it v/as employed in the early days of a 
general war, as British strategists at that point seemed to 
assume, there was little likelihood of a protracted conflict 
or war of attrition. Perhaps large numbers of ships at sea 
through dispersion, deception tactics, and passive defense 
measures could survive the initial holocaust. But v.^ith Britain 
and Europe razed, the likelihood of a long war would be remote 
and, in turn, the need for convoys would disappear. Similarly, 
super-bombs seemed to make mine warfare Irrelevant. Nines 
could hardly match hydrogen bombs for making a large port 
unuseable. This struck at the very heart of the Royal Navy's 
post-war doctrine. It had rested its strategic case on 
Britain's reliance on exports and sea communications. Sven if 
the war continued and the Navy was required to keep the ocean 
lanes open, the devastation of the initial exchange v/ould make 
it impossible to activate reserve fleet ships or to depend on 
reserve personnel to step into the breach. In a general v;ar 
involving thermo -nuclear weapons the Fleet v/ould have to fight 
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v;ith v;hatever v;as available and at sea before the first attack. 
This reasoning undermined tv:o of the principal pillars of naval 
policy - the reserve fleet and the reserve personnel organization 
Thus far only the Fleet's defensive duties have been 
mentioned. What effec.t v;ould these radically new v/eapons have 
on the offensive operations planned in conjunction with the 
NATO Strike Fleet? A considerable number of the Royal Navy's 
officers had been skeptical of this concept from the outset. 

They contended that a large fleet had no business concentrating 
in the early days of an atomic war and pushing in close to the 
enemy's shore for the purpose of mounting strike operations. 

It would be extremely vulnerable and Invite destruction; the 
damage it could inflict would not justify its losses. The 
hydrogen bomb accentuated these arguments. Its astounding 
radius of destruction threatened to make any kind of naval 
concentration unduly hazardous and would, of course, severely 
complicate the problem of air defense. The enemy did not have 



to be accurate, he just had to drop his weapon in the vicinity 
of the target. The .Admiralty instituted a series of behind- 
the-scenes studies to determine the effects of this new vxeapon 
on the NATO strike strategy and “these all pointed to the de- 
pressing conclusion that it was not viable if thermo-nuclear 

lift 

v.’eapons were to be used against it v;ith determination. “ ‘ In 
essence thermo-nuclear weapons threw a shadow over practically 
all of the Royal Navy’s basic concepts regarding the Fleet's 
contribution to general v;ar. 

Obviously the great destructive power of thermo-nuclear 
weapons added overvj'helming v/eight to the Air Force's view of 
the nature of a general war, and this implication v;as fully 
appreciated outside the Navy, Both lay and professional mili- 
tary men were digesting the implications of hydrogen weapons, 
and many of them began questioning the general war rationale of 
seagoing forces. Published articles both attacked and defended 
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the need for a Fleet. ■ There seemed to be little agreement 
as to how the Navy could best be utilized or vfnether it should 
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be employed at all in a general war. The most prestigious 

British critic in this verbal battle was Field Marshal 

Montgomery v/ho in a speech before the Royal United Service 

Institution in late 195'^ predicted that the role of navies 

would soon decline and that control of the seas v;ould be exer- 

1 20 

cised by land-based air forces. From this date, it is 

possible to detect a continuously rising concern among the 
leadership for the Navy's future. This resulted in a campaign 
to broaden its role and shore up its flagging future. 

In many respects the Admiralty was hampered by the 
very nature of its material problems. Ships that had commenced 
building in 1951 v;ere just coming into the Fleet in 1955> and 
the physical character of these forces, at least for the immed- 
iate future, vxas already determined. In turn, any nev; changes 
would not be reflected at sea for several years. Nevertheless 
the Sea Lords made strenuous efforts to update the Fleet's 
public image and to tailor it to the demands of thermo-nuclear 
war. Increasing emphasis was laid on the Admiralty's future 
plans to exploit missiles, nuclear power, supersonic aircraft 
and to modernize the Fleet's organizational arrangements. The 
First Lord's Statement accompanying the Navy Estimates for 1955 
v;as specifically devoted to the Royal Navy's role in the nuclear 
age. It insisted that "the latest Inventions may affect mari- 
time v^arfare and alter the character of the forces needed to 
wage it, but they do not diminish the need for navies." Ke 
further envisioned "battle groups of carriers, guided missile 
ships, and their escorts" to replace the fleets of past wars 
and explained that they would act as mobile offensive forces 
which could be quickly deployed wherever required. This expan- 
sive document v;ent on to describe in some detail the Admiralty's 
plans to produce a new class of guided missile ships to support 
its carriers, and modern aircraft to enhance the Fleet's offen- 
sive capability. It also dealt briefly with the Royal Navy's 
contribution to the NATO Strike Fleet, and mention was made of 
the Fleet Air Arm's plans to develop an atomic capability. 
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From that point on no opportunity was missed to emphasize that 
the Fleet would soon have atomic bombs at sea. ’.fithin the year 
the Admiralty had accelerated work on nuclear propulsion and 
placed orders for the first two ships in a new class of 
general purpose frigates which could operate with the Fleet 
as well as merchant convoys. 

In August 1955 the Admiralty Initiated a comprehensive 
review of its ships, weapons and equipment for the purpose of 
determining how the Fleet could be given "maximum operational 
efficiency under the new strategic conditions." ^ Hopefully, 
this study v;as to recommend ways in which the Navy could 
better use the resources at its command and get more in terms 
of effective equipment for its investment. One of the guide- 
lines laid down for this study was that in a future general 
war involving nuclear weapons the Fleet could not depend on 
shore-based men and equipment after the nuclear exchange. 

This study was supervised by a group of senior officers knovm 
as the "Way Ahead" committee and covered a wide range of sub- 
jects. ’Its recommendations were to be vitally important in 
streamlining the naval establishment and ushering it into this 
new era. The 1956 Navy Estimates reflected some of the more 
important conclusions. It announced the Admiralty’s intention 
to reduce the size of the reserve fleet materially and to 
retain only those ships "which can be rearmed quickly for 
service on the outbreak of war. " In addition it announced 
the A-dmiralty's intention to cut back its dockyards and support 
activities drastically. It also expressed confidence that this 
could be done without injuring the Fleet's readiness. This 
would presumably release funds which could be devoted to equip- 
ment and projects more directly related to the Navy's operational 
tasks. The Way Ahead committee also reached the conclusion that 
the Royal Navy Reserve and Royal Navy Volunteer Reserve must be 
cut back markedly. Again it reasoned that only personnel who 
could be called to the colors at short notice with little train- 
ing vrould be useful under the conditions of nuclear war. It 
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further stressed that the Navy should begin to modernize its 
afloat logistics support in order to make the Fleet more 
independent of shore bases. This was an important recommendation 
v.'ith vital implications for the Fleet's future. All of these 
suggestions were v/ell received and in the next few years imple- 
mented. Certainly these efforts showed an increased sensitive- 
ness to the demands of nuclear war and a willingness to progress 
with changing conditions. 

However, as radical as some of these changes v;ere, they 
did not fully meet the basic problem confronting the Admiralty. 

The 1954, 1955 and 1956 Navy estimates continued tenaciously to 
stress the Royal Navy's primary responsibilities vis-A-vis the 
Russian Fleet, protecting seaborne trade, and projecting 
Britain's power on the seas in a global war. Despite the v/ill- 
ingness of the Sea Lords to make some alterations in material 
and personnel policies they had not altered the Fleet's basic 
capabilities. There was still no intention of the Fleet deliver- 
ing strategic weapons and the atomic capability which was being 
emphasized was solely intended as a tactical one. Moreover, the 
Admiralty had lost faith in SACLANT's plan to use the Strike 
Fleet in the first few days of nuclear war, yet it remained 
officially wedded to this strategy and stressed it in public 
pronouncements. Although the Admiralty was deemphasizing the 
reserve fleet and post-attack expansion in a nuclear war it's 
spokesmen continued to stress the Russian submarine threat. 

Lack of funds accentuated the problem. By reducing the reserve 
fleet the Admiralty was conceding that it must rely on active 
ships, but it has already been noted hov/ sparse these forces v/ere. 

Such inconsistency is characteristic of this whole period 
and reflects the ambivalence which was wracking Navy strategists 
behind-the-scenes. On one hand, the Admiralty v;as making pre- 
parations to survive and operate in a thermo-nuclear environment; 
on the other, it was planning to perform tasks that seemed to 
have little relevance to a genuine nuclear bomb war. It was 
becoming increasingly harder to envision an extended war at sea 
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once a hydrogen exchange had taken place. Vice-Admiral Gretton 

commenting on this period comments with great candor that: 

Many naval officers often wondered, if the truth be knovra, 
v.'hether their airmen colleagues were not right and whether 
the Admiralty’s views \iere really reconcilable v;ith reality. 

. . . They played on, hov/ever, out of loyalty to their ovm 
Service and also because of an instinct v^hich they could 
not support with sound logic that armies and navies v;ere 
not out dated but v/ere still essential for the security 
and well being of the country. "^25 

Although the Navy was seemingly convinced that it still 
had a general war role, there v;ere some signs that its thinking 
was gradually shifting. In 1955 tbe Admiralty seems to have 
inaugurated a vigorous campaign to remind the public that the 
Fleet could fulfill a variety of roles. In a series of speeches 
in 1955 the First Lord revived the Navy’s Korean experience and 
emphasized the carrier’s suitability for such a role. In 
addition he stressed the naval task force’s potential for quel- 
ling brush fire wars, meeting civil unrest and shov/ing the flag.^ 
The 1955 Navy Estimates specifically recalled Korea where the 
"sea and air power of the Royal Navy" v;as brought to bear "quickly 
and effectively." It further listed one of the main functions of 
the Fleet as the 'provision "of direct air support for operations 
ashore and afloat in those areas where it cannot readily be 
given by shore based aircraft." ' The 1956 Navy Estimates 
continued to stress "how quickly and effectively the sea and 

air power of the Royal Navy can be brought to bear in almost 
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any part of the v;orld. " 

Slowly but surely under the pressures of technological 
advance, tight funds, and inter-Service competition the Fleet’s 
strategical foundation was being shored up and v^idened. The 
first references to the Navy’s limited v^ar importance had crept 
on to the scene. At no time did the Navy’s official statements 
go into great detail, nor did they indicate that this might 
possibly become the fundamental justification for the Fleet. 

The Country’s attention was still riveted on fusion weapons, and 
the Admiralty still considered general w'ar its primary concern. 

It v:as manifest, however, that the Navy’s leaders no longer 
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considered the Fleet's general war functions sufficient in 
themselves to keep the Navy firmly in the defense picture. 

In concrete terms there was something. to be said for 
this new trend in naval thinking. The one area in v/hich the 
Fleet was really capable of making a substantial contribution 
in the middle 1950's was that of conventional limited vrar. 

Korea had proved the Fleet Air Arm's ability to operate against 
shore targets and in support of troops. Profiting from the 
Korean experience the Board of Admiralty was making every 
effort to maintain and improve these capabilities in the 
succeeding years. Some of the specific steps taken have 
already been mentioned. Naval officers believed strongly that 
the Navy's mobility and flexibility x^ere great advantages in 
carrying out Britain's world-wide responsibilities. There is 
no question that the Navy had never lost faith in its limited 
v/ar capability. 

V/hile the forces which the Royal Navy possessed looked 
rather thin in regard to an East-V/est confrontation, they 
possessed a more impressive potential when considered in terms 
of a local action v;here only conventional weapons would be used. 
The Fleet vms perfectly capable of establishing control of the 
sea in a specific area of limited size and of projecting its 
air pov;er over small areas of enemy territory. Unfortunately 
many of the Admiralty's plans for increasing this capability had 
yet to crystallize. For example both the Fleet Air Arm's fighter 
and strike aircraft were lagging their land-based competitors. 

In the same vein the Admiralty's preoccupation with general 
war had led it to neglect seriously amphibious lift. A small 
operational amphibious squadron had been formed in 1950 con- 
sisting of some seven landing craft and moved to the 
Mediterranean. Its ships were slow and approaching obsoles- 
cence, and as had been customary since the v;ar "it was com- 
pletely neglected by higher authorities. " ^ Nevertheless 

there v;as considerable merit in the assertions that the Fleet 
was ideal for meeting sudden brush fires and fighting limited 
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wars. Certainly the Royal Navy of that day v;as a great deal 
more suited for such a mission than it was for a general nuclear 
war where the burden would presumably rest on strategic forces. 

Just as the pressure of events was gradually forcing 
the Admiralty to turn away from general v/ar the Suez crisis 
erupted, and the Fleet was required to mount a conventional 
amphibious operation. This action v/as both to demonstrate the 
Fleet's usefulness for such actions and to teach the Admiralty 
some important lessons. Since this incident was to exert such 
a strong influence on the Navy's role it should be briefly 
examined. 



Suez Crisis 



From the conclusion of hostilities in Korea until the 
Suez operations commenced the Royal Navy had not been in action. 
Britain's overseas responsibilities had consumed a great deal 
of the peacetime Fleet's fuel and energy, but generally these 
operations had been showing the flag or providing logistic 
support for deployed troops. The Army and Air Force both had 
been actively engaged in Malaya, Kenya and Cyprus. All of 
these actions had proved costly, vicious and protracted. But 
they did make it clear that nationalist movements were beginning 
to be a prime source of concern to the nation and that the British 
would be withdravjing from many colonies much earlier than had 
been anticipated. In the early 1950 's there were still ample 
bases from v;hich British troops could reach the troubled areas. 
However, this situation was gradually changing, and as it did 
the Government would be forced to adjust accordingly. The 
Suez crisis brought these lessons home forcibly to the British, 
and also reminded the Admiralty that its traditional overseas 
responsibilities were still a vital part of its mission - 
perhaps even the most important. 

On July 26, 1956 President Nasser of Egypt nationalized 
the Suez Canal and set in train a series of events which 
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culminated v;ith the Angle-Franco landing at Suez. The general 
history of this period is well kno^m, and it is only the 
purpose of this study to trace those military events v.'hich 
illuminate the Royal Navy's relationship to the crisis. The 
British Cabinet v/as determined to reverse this decision and 
examined the whole spectrum of alternatives open to it. If 
at all possible it wished to act in league v/ith its Allies and 
to exhaust the resources of diplomacy before resorting to a 
violent solution. Nevertheless, the services were alerted. 

On July 30 both France and England began jointly preparing 
"precautionary military measures . 

Despite Egypt's small size and slender resources these 
tv:o countries discovered that their military position was a 
disappointing one. A quick effective jab either at the canal 
or Egypt would have been impossible. The Mediterranean Fleet 
V7as less than a week away, but there was only one carrier avail- 
able and its aircraft, mainly Seahawks and turboprop Nyverns, 
v;ere considered inferior to the Soviet Fighters, MIG 15*s and 
17 's, possessed by Nasser's A.ir Force. Since Korea, the Fleet 
A-ir Arm had been pressing hard for aircraft more capable of 
competing with the Russian MIG, but their efforts had not 
borne fruit by 1956. The two French carriers in the 
Mediterranean had only propellor aircraft. The RAF had tv;o 
squadrons of Canberra bombers in the Middle East both based 
in .Arab countries v;hich refused to allow Britain to use their 
bases for an attack on Egypt. There were no long range fighters 
stationed in the area, and it would take some ten days for them 
to arrive and settle. The only base available v;hich was free 
of restrictions was Cyprus some 5 OO miles from the scene. 

Cyprus' airfields were not equipped to handle large operations. 
Even more discouraging than these facts v:as the inability to 
mount an invasion force. There were two battalions of army 
parachutists, tv;o Royal Marine Commandos, and eight infantry 
battalions performing anti-terrorist duties in Cyprus. However, 
their state of .readiness v/as hardly appropriate for this type 
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of requirement. Colonel A. J. Barker in his book Suez The Seven 

Day V/ar described it thusly: 

. . . the parachutists had done no parachute training 
for months, the Commandos had not practiced amphibious 
v.'arfare or co-operation v/ith tanks for over twelve months. 
There v/ere no transport aircraft and none of the base 
organizations or specialists required for an amphibious 
operation v;as readily available. There was in Malta an 
Amphibious V/arfare Squadron of only t \<}0 tank-landing 
ships (LST‘s) though both of these were equipped to carry 
eight assault landing craft (LCA*s) each and two tank- 
landing craft (LCT's); this was totally inadequate for 
the size of an assault force required for a seaborne 
invasion of the magnitude necessary for an effective 
invasion of Egypt. ^51 

It was painfully manifest that to apply effective 

military pressure v;ould require considerable preparation. Hov;- 

ever, both the British and French governments v;ere determined 

not to let Nasser’s act go unchallenged and immediately turned 

their attention to the problem of mounting an assault force. 

A Joint Anglo-Franco commiand organisation was established and 

by the end of August the planning for operation "Musketeer" 

was well in hand. The proposed size of the Suez effort is’ 

usually not appreciated. An expeditionary force of some 

80,000 men v;as planned with the accompanying air and sea support 
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that such an organization requires. 

Shortages of transport aircraft, airfields and of 
parachute troops precluded a completely airborne operation 
The Egyptians were equipped \\'lth Soviet tanks, and troops, 
either airborne or seaborne, could not be left ashore for long 
without armoured support. There v;as no way to avoid a seaborne 
assault operation based on the V/orld War II pattern. In this 



regard operating bases became a perplexing problem. British 
forces ^^:ere stationed in Libya, but the Libyan Government would 
not tolerate its territory being used to mount an attack on 
another country. Cyprus could be prepared to handle aircraft, 
but its port facilities were pitifully inadequate. It had no 
harbours or beaches v/hich could accommodate large ships. The 
only alternative v/as Malta which v;as approximately six days 
sailing from Suez for slow ships, and it was reluctantly 
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designated as the operational base for the seaborne assault 
force. 

All these considerations^ Imposed heavy demands on the 

Navy for amphibious lift and support ships. The first estimates 

called for over fifty LST's. There v;ere only tv;o in commission. 

Another twenty-eight were in mothballs and many of these vrere 

1 

discovered to be unseaovirthy when they were reactivated. 

After some effort sixteen LST's of the reserve fleet vere made 
ready for sea and took part in the Suez operation along with 
the tv;o LST's in the active fleet. Two light carriers were 
withdravm from the training squadron in home waters and con- 
verted to troop carriers. In addition the Royal Navy vjas 
forced to contract with civilian concerns for transports, 
tankers, stores ships, reefers and other types to furnish the 
mobile logistic support required. Obviously the Royal Navy 
was in no sense prepared for the shipping and logistic problems 
v;hich such an operation presented. 

Large numbers of supporting aircraft v;ould be required. 

Unfortunately Cyprus vrauld be the main land base. This meant 

that the FiAF's fighters and tactical support-craft could spend 

only ten to fifteen minutes over the target areas before their 

1 

fuel supply vrould force them to return home. Heavy and 

medium bombers v;ould not be so handicapped, but they v/ere not 
suitable for close support. The assault would have to rely 
heavily on carrier aircraft which v;ould be deployed just a 
few miles offshore. H. M. S. Eagle with approximately eighty 
planes was already in the Mediterranean. H. M. S. Bulwark, 
the Fleet Air Arm training ship in home waters, vjas deployed 
to the Mediterranean and arrived on August 9. H. M, S. Albion 
which vms in overhaul was rushed to completion and dispatched 
to Malta in mid-October. These three ships between them could 
put over one hxmdred fifty planes in the air. This was three- 
fifths of the air pov^rer available to the active fleet. There 
were some misgivings about pitting the Navy's planes - Sea 
Hav.'ks, Sea Venoms and Wyverns - against Egyptian MiG's which 
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v.'sre theoretically superior to anything in the Fleet. 

Nevertheless, the Fleet Air Arm was confident that its high 
state of training, its skilled pilots, and special tactics 
v;ould allow it to overcome any opposition. The very fact, hov/- 
ever, that the Egyptians possessed high performance jets forced 
the planners to take extra precautions, and this delayed the 
landings. In the last analysis it is difficult to overemphasize 
the value of up-to-date equipment. At any rate there was no 
alternative to carrier aircraft, and the Fleet Air Arm was to 
bear the main burden of the battle no matter what the handicap. 

The preparatory stage had highlighted the voids in the 

Admiralty’s thinking and exposed those areas where the Fleet 

v;as most deficient. Hov/ever, once this period v;as past, the 

Royal Navy in action was another story. Starting on November 31 

the Fleet Air Arm, French carrier aircraft, RAF and French planes 

from Cyprus launched a campaign to destroy the Egyptian Air Force. 

In less than seventy-tv;o hours it was completely neutralized. 

The lack of effective opposition was due primarily to the poor 

state of training of Nasser's pilots. ^ Still this should not 

detract from the efficient and professional job which the French 

and English airmen did. Subsequent operations analysis paid 

special tribute to the Fleet Air Arm. RAF Canberras and Valiants 

were used ^^fith some effect, but high altitude bombing did not 

1 ~^7 

prove particularly suitable to a Suez type of operation. The 

object was to destroy or damage specific tactical targets and 
to avoid hitting civilian installations. Strategic bombers 
often have difficulty locating such targets and are too 
inaccurate \irhen they do. 

On the other hand the tactical strike aircraft of both 
the Navy and RAF enjoyed significant successes. It was pri- 
marily their efforts which put the airfields out of commission, 
destroj/ed most of Nasser's planes before they got in the air, 
and razed the Egyptian Air Force's supply and ammunition dumps. 

The long distance from Cyprus severely reduced the time RAF 
strike-fighters could spend over the target, but they were very 
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effective v/hlle on the scene. Individual naval aircraft, on 

the other hand, were able to fly as many as four missions a 

day. Once the troops were ashore these planes were constantly 

on call and literally acted as artillery for the airborne troops 

which had to spend the first tv;enty-four hours without armour or 

artillery. The effectiveness of the seaborne aircraft exceeded 

all expectations. In seven days of action the Fleet Air Arm 

1 38 

flew more than 2,000 sorties and lost only one pilot. All 
things considered it v;as a remarkable performance and fully 
substantiated the claims which the carrier's advocates had been 
making for years. 

The landing was carried out on November 5 and 6. The 
first day over two batallions of airborne troops parachuted in, 
and the next day the remaining forces were put ashore across 
the beaches. The landing on November 6 was marked by an inno- 
vation which was to change the character of amphibious v;arfare. 

A unit of the Royal Marines, Commando 45 (some 600 men), was 
put ashore by helicopters from H. M. S. Ocean and H. M. S. 

The 3 eu s . It was landed, as soon as the beach was cleared, in 
less than an hour and a half. The U. S. Marines had already 

begun to investigate the possibilities of "vertical assault," 
but Sues was the first time that helicopters had been employed 
in such a manner in action. As far as the British were con- 
cerned this was a makeshift development v/hich had been conceived 
and implemented after the Sues preparations began. Colonel 

Barker labels it "v;ithout question the most outstanding feature 

1 AO 

of the operation." These same helicopters ferried supplies, 

acted as messengers, carried out wounded, spotted artillery 
fire, picked up dovaied aviators, and performed a myriad of 
essential tasks. This v;as eloquent testimony to the Navy and 
Marines' ability to improvise on short notice. 

There are many reasons to criticize the Suez operation, 
and in the public's mind it was a failure. Certainly the mili- 
tary, the Navy included, can be faulted for the lack of prepar- 
ation for such an operation. Yet in view of military and 
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political thinking in the early ^fifties this unpreparedness 
is not so remarkable. Moreover, in the operations themselves 
the major deficiencies were lack of firm political guidance and 
some misjudgments at the high command level. It is difficult 
to criticize the conduct of operations and the performance of 
officers and men. The Navy performed extremely well. Without 
the Fleet the landing would have been impossible. Actually few 
realize how close the operation was to tactical success when it 
VS.3 abruptly canceled. It has been contended that the entire 
Canal Zone v/ould have been secured in another thirty- six hours. 

The inability of Britain to carry off, what some con- 
sidered, a rather limited action against a third-rate military 
power had a traumatic effect on all Britons. It has often been 
referred to as the v/atershed for British affairs in the post-v;ar 
era. For the first time the public and the Government appeared 
to realise fully the fundamental changes which post-war con- 
ditions had wrought in Britain’s status. It had a similar 
effect on the Royal Navy, The Egyptian crisis highlighted 
serious deficiencies in the seaborne forces, and the Navy was 
to reap its share of criticism. Still the long range effects 
xirere not all adverse. The episode occurred at a time when the 
Navy’s thinking was particularly confused, and v;hen the Navy’s 
leaders xv’ere casting about for a nev/ rationale for the Fleet. 
Actually the Navy’s combatant forces had performed rather v;ell 
and the v;hole operation had illustrated the value of mobility 
and flexibility, a prime requisite of naval operations. More- 
over, it accentuated the altered status of Britain’s overseas 
responsibilities and focused attention on the increasing proba- 
bility of limited v;ars. In the long run Suez xvas to play a 
vital part in assisting the Admiralty to find a viable post-war 
role for the Fleet. 
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CHAPTExR V 



CONFUSION TO COHERENCE 
1937-1963 

The year 1957 was critical in the post-war history of 
the British defense establishment. Since the truce in Korea 
(1953) a number of pressures had been slowly building which 
called for a general reappraisal of military policy. The Suez 
crisis, Eden's resignation, and the formation of a new Government 
served as catalysts. In 1957 all three Services v;ere subjected 
to searching scrutiny, and a vigorous effort was initiated to 
halt the steadily climbing defense appropriations. These events 
set the stage for intense inter-Service and military-political 
friction. In the Navy's case Governmental pressure forced the 
Board of Admiralty to do soul searching previously neglected. 

The result was a coherent, convincing and defensible rationale 
around which the modern Fleet could be built and organized. 

Though it still remained to Im.plement this new policy, the Navy 
had a clearer idea of its proper role than at any time since 
V/orld Nar II. 



The Sandvs' White Paper 

Mr. Duncan Sandy s, the Minister of Defense in the first 
Macmillan Government, is often given full credit for the radical 
modifications made in 1957* However, the seeds of change were 
planted in the previous administration. Anthony Eden came to 
office as Prime Minister firmly convinced that the nation's 
military posture v;as determined by the "annual exchange betv/een 
the Treasury and the fighting services"^ and that this procedure 
did not make for coherent defense policy. If the Government was 
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to control the "vested interests" of the Services, the Minister 
of Defense must take a more active part in policy-making. In 
October 1955 he expanded the Minister's role directing him to 
insure that the "composition and balance" of the Services con- 
formed to the Government's policy. This move vras accompanied 
by the creation of an independent Chairman of the CSC who was to 

be a senior military officer and to act as the Minister's main 

•5 

contact v;ith the heads of the individual Services. Although 
the Government cited the demands on the CSC for representation 
in International bodies as the chief justification for this step, 
it was implied that this would improve the quality of the advice 
which the Minister received. 

Certain substantive changes accompanied these organizational 
moves. Shortly after assuming office the Prime Minister directed 
the Minister of Defense, Selwyn Lloyd, to draw up budget pro- 
jections for the defense establishment for a five year period. 

This study indicated that defense expenditures would rise approx- 
imately J)0% by 1960 . The Prime Minister was alarmed by this 
report, and in 1956 he ordered a small Cabinet sub-committee to 
undertake an elaborate examination of military policy. As a 
result of this reassessment, the Government determined to reduce 
gradually the share of the nation's resources being devoted to 
defense and immediately announced a cut-back in the total size 
of the armed forces from 800,000 to 700,000. "Privately the 
reviev/ of 1956 led Eden to plan for reduction to about ^50, 000 
by i960 or 1961 accompanied by the abolition of conscription. 

This was to be made possible by more wholehearted commitment to 
nuclear deterrence. The major incentive here was quite clearly 
economic. The Government hinted at its behind-the-scenes thinking 
in the 1956 White Paper by noting that "the maintenance of British 
forces overseas involves heavy charges on the balance of payments" 
and that "the burden of defense cannot be allowed to rise to a 
level \N’’hlch would endanger our economic future."^ 

The Egyptian crisis Intervened before Eden could set in 
train any further changes. The disillusionment and frustration 
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following Suez evoked public clamor for defense retrenchment. 

There had always been elements both inside and outside the 
Government who believed that less should be spent on defense, 
and they took advantage of this propitious moment to press their 
case, Suez had disillusioned many as to the state of the armed 
forces and raised doubts as to whether the nation had received 
full value for its defense Investment, Judging from the news- 
paper reactions there was some consensus on the need for a cut- 
back. The Financial Times contended that "the military budget 
must come down, or Britain would be ruined. On the right it 
was Joined by the Daily Telep;raph and on the Left by the Dally 
Herald which demanded that "Britain needs a great transfer of 
energy to the export drive, and a big saving ... on armaments."' 
It is impossible to say that this press campaign was the cause 
of the Government's actions, because ministers had commenced to 
think along these lines sometime before. On the other hand this 
public sentiment certainly facilitated Mr. Macmillan's task when 
he assumed office in late 1956 and decided to continue with 
Eden's plans for revamping the defense program. At the same time 
the public agitation made it appear that the new Prime Minister, 
who was trying to revive the Conservative Party's prestige after 
the Suez debacle, was departing radically from the policy of 
previous Governments and was genuinely Innovating. 

Mr, Macmillan had served as Minister of Defense for 
approximately six months in 195^ and had developed some definite 

O 

ideas of his own on military policy. He believed that defense 
policy in the past had often been more a compromise among vested 
interests than a conscious effort to tailor programs to the 
country's needs. He was convinced that the Minister of Defense 
needed more authority and the right to rule on details as well 
as to set overall policy. With this in mind he chose Mr, Duncan 
Sandys as Minister of Defense. Sandys, the son-in-law of Winston 
Churchill, was regarded as an energetic, forceful and determined 
"troubleshooter." There was general consensus that he would not 
be intimidated by the "brass. " In addition the Prime Minister 
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announced to the House of Commons on January 24, 1957 that he 
had taken steps to define the Minister of Defense's power more 
broadly : 

I have entrusted the Minister of Defense with the task 
of formulating, In the light of present strategic needs, 
a defense policy which will receive a substantial reduction 
In expenditure and In manpower and to prepare a plan for 
reshaping and reorganizing the Armed Forces In accordance 
therewith . . . Subject, as necessary, to consultation with 
the Cabinet and the Defense Committee and the Treasury on 
matters of finance, the Minister of Defense will have 
authority to give decisions on all matters of policy 
affecting the size, shape, organizations and disposition 
of the Armed Forces and their equipment and supply, includ- 
ing defense research and development, their pay and con- 
ditions of service. 9 

This was a strong mandate despite the fact no formal 
legislation had been enacted changing the machinery. The Services 
still had their own ministers and control of their ovm adminis- 
tration. Nevertheless, It was manifest that the Prime Minister 
had in mind a genuine alteration In procedure and policy. His 
Minister of Defense was expected to effect that change and. In 
turn, he would have Mr. Macmillan's personal support. In the 
actual event the Prime Minister was true to his word and backed 
Mr. Sandy s' decisions to the hilt. No matter what the legal 
situation there was clearly a new organizational structure being 
forged and one that was to cause much anguish among all three 
Services before they were reconciled to this new order. 

Sandys took office concurrently with Macmillan and threw 
himself Into the task. In order to give him the needed time the 
annual Defense White Paper, normally presented In February, was 
delayed until April 4.^^ It was no doubt the most anticipated 
of post-v?ar White Papers. On close analysis It was not quite the 
"new look" that many had predicted, but nevertheless It was 
"truly a bold one, for the fresh cuts carried some force levels 
below the very minimum which the professional advisers would 
recommend, even with nuclear weapons, and thus finally accepted 
consequences which previous trends had only foreshadowed. ^ 
Essentially the Government argued that modern weapon developments 
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had changed the fundamental nature of warfare and that this 

called for a new approach to defense planning. This remarkable 

1 2 

document laid down these basic premises; 

(1) A shattering nuclear exchange would most likely 
initiate a major war. 

(2) There is no practical defense against such an attack 
and Britain probably would not survive it. 

(3) "The overriding consideration . . . must be to pre- 
vent war rather than prepare for it . . . The only safeguard 
against major aggression is the power to threaten retaliation 
with nuclear weapons. " 

(4) Aside from a general war role, Britain's forces still 
must be prepared "to defend British colonies and protect 
territories against local attack, and undertake limited 
operations in overseas emergencies. " 

(5) Solid defense is built on a sound economic base and 
military expenditures must not be allowed to erode the country's 
financial strength. 

From these premises the Government proposed to reduce 
the total strength of the military by 50 % over the next five 
years and abolish conscription in 1962. All three Services were 
to suffer extensive reductions. The Royal Air Force's Fighter 
Command was to be materially reduced. Ballistic missile research 
was to be pressed, and the manned bomber was to be replaced 
eventually with missiles. The Army would be gradually reduced 
to 165,000 men, and British garrisons overseas would be cut back 
markedly. To compensate for these withdrawals a "central 
reserve" of troops would be established in Great Britain, ready 
on short notice for airlift to trouble spots. The Navy was 
likewise cut down on funds and personnel. It was to be reorganized 
to better support limited operations. Its role in total war was 
described as "uncertain." Overall, the estimates were Cl80,000,000 
less than in 1956. While the Government would not estimate the 
amount, it predicted further savings in the future. The ultimate 
goal was to reduce materially the percentage of the Gross 
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National Product devoted to defense. This was the essence of 
the 1957 White Paper which was Intended to set the guidelines 
for the coming five years. 

The economic justification for this radical change in 

policy, however, requires a closer scrutiny. There is little 

question that military demands were competing with the need for 

exports; they always do. On the other hand, the 1957 Defense 

Statement may have exaggerated the burden of defense on the 

economy. It pointed out that in the preceding five years 

defense had on the average absorbed 10^ of Britain's GNP and 

implied that this figure was more than the nation could bear. 

What it did not indicate was that the Gross National product 

during this period had increased some four times as fast as 

British military expenditures and that the share of the GNP 

devoted to the military had been going steadily downward from 

10.4^ in 1952 to 8.5^ in 1956.^^ Actually when the effects of 

inflation were taken into account the real purchasing power 

1 4 

allocated to military purposes had possibly declined. This 

would indicate that the Services were not quite the drain on the 

economy that the Government contended. 

Moreover, cutting the defense budget was not the only 

way the Government could have strengthened its balance of pay- 

1 5 

ments position or the general health of the economy. By 

1957 most controls had disappeared. The country was enjoying 

a relatively new level of prosperity, and personal consumption 

had risen to some 52^ of the nation's total goods and services. 

A. C. L. Day points out that it would have been perfectly 

possible from a purely economic standpoint to "raise taxes and/or 

to reduce other government expenditures to an extent sufficient 

to finance the defense effort without adding to the inflation 

1 6 

or imposing additional pressure on the balance of payments." 

The Economist agreed when it remarked "that there was no economic 
reason why, if people are willing, Britain should not adjust the 
level of consumption to a defense budget of £1 ,700,000,000 or 
more." ' The truth was that the choice of priorities was not 
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merely that pointed out in the White Paper - between a strong 
economy and a large military program. In essence the real 
political priorities were public consumption and social services. 
The Government did not feel it politically prudent to cut down 
in either of these areas. Consequently, in order to stimulate 
the economy, it turned its attention to reducing defense expend- 
itures. It is interesting to note that in 1958 and 1959 the 
extra resources made available by defense slashes were not 

channeled into Investment which would have strengthened the 

1 8 

economy but into consumption. 

The plain truth is that the politicians, and inferentially 
their constituents, after witnessing Suez did not consider the 
price they were paying for defense to be worth the loss of the 
amenities that they were having to forego. As a result the 
amount of funds allotted to the Services was slashed accordingly. 
In other words, the 1957 military program was dictated not so 
much by economic necessity as by the priorities assigned to the 
non-military sectors of the economy - in short, by political 
expediency. 

The Admiralty and the 1 957 White Paper 

The Navy was to be drastically effected by Mr. Sandys' 
innovations. His appointment was viewed with apprehension in the 
higher circles of the Navy, and these fears were founded on tang- 
ible evidence. For example it was well known that he believed 
strongly in the future of ballistic missiles and nuclear war- 
heads. It was assumed that, under his direction, these two items 
would assume a more important place in defense. Another subject 
on which he held firm convictions was the aircraft carrier. He 
had already gone on record as denying their usefulness in a 
nuclear war and as questioning the wisdom of spending such large 
amounts on a weapon system for any other purpose. 

The Admiralty's fears soon materialized. Just before 
taking office Mr. Sandys had hinted privately that the Navy would 
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have to bear a large, if not the major, share of the Impending 
cuts and that the carrier would be his prime target. Practi- 
cally his first official act in regard to the Navy was to intimate 
that he considered aircraft carriers excessively expensive, and 
that he intended to phase them out of existence unless the Board 
of Admiralty could convince him of their value. From the Navy's 
standpoint this was a grave threat. For the first time a Minister 
of Defense, one with newly Increased authority and an aggressive 
temperament, was attacking the Fleet's cherished capital ships. 

He seemed to accept all the arguments the Air Force had been 
directing at the Fleet Air Arm for many years. Though the 
Admiralty had annually had to Justify its plans and programs, 
never before had it been backed to the wall on this issue. This 
was a fundamental challenge, and to the Admiralty it appeared 
that the future of the Fleet rested on the outcome of this 
struggle. 

The impact of thermo -nuclear weapons on the Navy's 
planning has already been noted. The Sea Lords were conditioned 
to believe in sea power and in naval alrpower, but there were 
sincere doubts within the Navy Itself as to exactly what role 
the Fleet should play in a Britain beset with economic problems 
and in a world plagued with fusion v/eapons. These doubts were 
no longer lingering in the background and merely cropping up in 
discussions behind closed doors. They were now being expressed 
openly by the highest political authority, and the Navy’s 
leaders could no longer avoid meeting them face-to-face. The 
Board of Admiralty would have to scrutinize its doctrines and 
decide what course to adopt in the face of this threat. More 
specifically the problem was: How to save the carrier? For 

the Navy's senior officers were convinced that if they lost their 
capital ships the Fleet would eventually evolve into hardly more 
than a British Coast Guard - or at best a "small navy" on the 
Scandinavian pattern. This was an unthinkable prospect for a 
Service with the glorious traditions which are the heritage of 
the Royal Navy. 
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In reviewing the alternatives open to it the Board of 
Admiralty came to several fundamental conclusions. It was 
manifest that the total amount of funds devoted to the military 
would be drastically reduced, or at least contained, over the 
next few years and that every Service would have to accept 
unwelcome reductions. This was clearly implicit in the Prime 
Minister's program, and there was no reasonable prospect of 
thwarting this objective. Although the Admiralty was unhappy 
with the prospect of reduced funds this in itself presented no 
radical change from the past. 

However, in 1957 the challenge went much deeper. For 
the first time the Minister of Defense had authority to deter- 
mine not only the allocation of resources, but also the missions 
and equipment of each Service. The nuclear deterrent was clearly 
to be the foundation of Sandy s' defense policy, and the device 
which presumably would make economies possible. The Admiralty 
had never opposed deterrence, and in 1957 the overwhelming 
majority of senior naval officers were still convinced that 
Britain should have its own deterrent. They believed that 
strategic nuclear weapons enhanced Britain's status militarily 
and politically. They also appreciated that the Government was 
Irrevocably committed to the nuclear deterrent, and that the 
Admiralty could scarcely alter this policy; on the other hand, 
they opposed over-emphasizing nuclear retaliation and were con- 
vinced that the nation should retain strong conventional forces - 
particularly the Fleet. Wisely, the Navy's leaders took the 
position that Instead of criticizing the role of other Services 
they must stress the Navy's positive values. This would be 
difficult to do in the face of Mr. Sandys* declared opposition. 
However, the Board of Admiralty is rooted in a long history of 
bureaucratic in-fighting, and its members automatically profit 
from this tradition. The outside observer cannot resist forming 
the impression that it operates better under pressure. At any 
rate the Admiralty rose to this new challenge, determined to 
retain a general purpose Fleet. 
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Mr. Sandys' main target was the carrier, and the 
Admiralty concentrated its efforts on justifying it. This vessel 
was the heart of the flexible and mobile task forces which it had 
been advocating and represented the Navy's offensive pov/er. The 
most obvious Justification, and one of the most cogent, for re- 
taining carriers was the fact that they were already in existence. 
This is always a strong argument in a bureaucratic quarrel over 
military equipment. ^Vho is to say with conviction that conflict 
will not break out tomorrow? In that case you must fight with 
what you have. The Admiralty stressed that its carrier force 
v;as at sea and had Just been used extensively during the Suez 
crisis. Strictly on economic grounds it would be wasteful to 
phase out ships which represented such a large capital invest- 
ment until they had reached the end of their useful lives. 
Fortunately due to the Korean rearmament program that was 
several years away. This argument was bound to carry weight 
with a minister whose first interest was to get the most value 
for the money spent. Nevertheless, the argument would not be 
sufficient in Itself, and their Lordships set themselves the 
task of defining the military role of aircraft carriers in a 
manner more appealing to Mr. Sandys. 

The new Minister had made it clear that he did not 
consider seaborne aircraft suitable delivery vehicles for 
strategic weapons nor their offensive power a significant com- 
plement to the Air Force's thermo-nuclear striking power. He 
believed strongly that the Joint efforts of America's Strategic 
Air Command and the British Bomber Command would be of such a 
dimension as to make any other contribution inconsequential. 

The Admiralty had never contemplated a genuine strategic role 
for its strike aircraft. However, it had consistently stressed 
that it v/as developing an atomic capability and had committed 
its carriers to SACLANT ' s Strike Fleet. In line with NATO 
doctrine, the naval aviators contended that the Fleet Air Arm 
v;ould offer a valuable support to the deterrent effort and play 
an important part in the early phases of a war against Russia. 
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Unofficially Sandys' views on this subject received a 
more than sympathetic hearing among the Navy's leaders. As 
already noted, the Admiralty had Increasing doubts as to the 
viability of SACLANT's doctrine, and many senior officers did 
not really believe it practical in a thermo-nuclear war. If the 
Royal Navy had possessed more carriers or a capability for making 
a genuine contribution to the initial exchange then their atti- 
tude might have been closer to the U. S. Navy's. However, they 
had definite reservations about risking their few carriers close 
into an enemy shore in the early days of a thermo -nuclear war. 

In essence many of the Navy's leaders agreed with Mr. Sandys 
regarding the Fleet's contribution to NATO. On the other hand 
there was still reluctance to admit that the Navy's offensive 
aircraft would have no significant general war role. There 
seemed also to be political risk in such a course. It appeared 
that the Government was going to stress the deterrent even more 
than in the past, and those forces which could not contribute in 
the early days of a general war would possibly suffer over the 
long run from a lack of funds. In other words more than purely 
military considerations were involved. The Admiralty was deter- 
mined to retain its carriers and any course which seemingly re- 
duced their role was viewed with suspicion. 

Of course a vital factor in these calculations was the 
expressed attitude of Mr. Sandys himself. It was clear that if 
the Admiralty chose to fight for its atomic strike role in a 
general war that it would meet heavy opposition. In the process 
there would be every likelihood of alienating the Minister of 
Defense and prejudicing him against other facets of the Navy's 
case. After Intense deliberation and discussion the Board of 
Admiralty elected to deemphasize the carrier's attack capabilities 
in a nuclear war. In a sense the Admiralty had been forced to 
recognize formally the change in thinking which had been gradually 
developing in its own ranks. This was a momentous decision and 
marked the Admiralty's initial turn away from NATO and a general 
war role.^^ 
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Having discarded the carrier's strike role In general 
war the Sea Lords determined to emphasize two other functions of 
the naval task force. The Admiralty Insisted that the Fleet had 
a critical place In the anti-submarine forces of SACLANT. This 
was a shrewd plea tailored specifically to the political realities 
which confronted Sandy s, as well as to his personal views on the 
nature of general war. 

A large portion of the Navy's efforts over the preceding 
years had been devoted to anti-submarine problems. New ASW ships 
and aircraft were joining the Fleet everyday as a result of the 
building program Initiated In 1951* Here was an area where the 
Fleet could make a unique contribution, and one where there was 
no question about the competence of Its forces. However, there 
were seeds of Inconsistency In this argument. Just as there was 
some question about the ability of aircraft carriers to contri- 
bute In the midst of nuclear strikes, there were some misgivings 
as to the possibility of subsequent operations at sea after a 
thermo-nuclear exchange. It seemed possible that there would 
be no need for convoys or ASV/ operations In a genuine nuclear 
war. However, like every aspect of nuclear operations no one 
could say with certainty. 

The Admiralty found It convenient to Ignore this incon- 
sistency. Although the Minister of Defense was firmly opposed 
to using naval aircraft In a strike role In nuclear war. It was 
soon clear that he was much more sympathetic to the Navy's ASV/ 
role. The Admiralty and Mr. Sandys agreed that it was impossible 
at that stage- to predict with any accuracy what would happen at 
sea. It was conceivable that a period of conventional war would 
precede the nuclear strikes, or that the nuclear exchange might 
not prove Immediately decisive. In either case the communication 
links with America would be vital, and there would be a need for 
ASW forces - at least for a short period. In essence Mr, Sandys 
was not willing to discard unequivocally the possibility of a war 
at sea or to Ignore Britain's oceanic communications altogether. 
The Admiralty took full advantage of this attitude. 
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From the practical political standpoint the Admiralty 
knew there were some pressures pushing the new Minister of 
Defense to continue to emphasize ASW forces. In view of 
Britain's past experiences no politician could afford to ignore 
altogether the Soviet submarine menace. Sandy s was no exception. 
In addition there was the problem of NATO. One of SACLANT's 
prime missions had been to protect the Atlantic sea lanes, and 
Britain had committed its ASW forces to NATO for this purpose. 
Ever since SACLANT was organized Great Britain had pressed hard 
to keep NATO's attention riveted on its ASW responsibilities. 

The British had expected to be the major beneficiary of this 
effort and had encouraged the Allies to contribute. Just as the 
NATO Strike Fleet had been U. S. inspired, NATO's ASW forces had 
been Britain's fond project. The Government could not suddenly 
v/ithdraw from this commitment which it had supported so vigor- 
ously without dealing NATO a serious blow. Similarly it was 
obvious that Sandy s' plan to withdraw Britain's carriers from 
the Strike Fleet would cause some resentment in the U. S. Navy. 
This would call for some sort of gesture of continuing loyalty 
to NATO. These pressures would be accentuated by the personnel 
cuts which the Government planned to make in the troops committed 
to SHAPE which were bound to irritate the other NATO countries. 
Consequently , the Navy heavily emphasized its ASW capabilities 
and responsibilities to SACLANT, all the while stressing the 
value of carrier aircraft in carrying out these functions. 

The second mission, and even more important than the 
AB\i argument, which the Admiralty chose to accent, was the 
carrier's role in fighting limited wars and quelling brush fires 
where strategic nuclear weapons would be largely Ineffective. 

Both Korea and Suez had illustrated the Fleet's potential for 
conducting such operations. The increasing tendency of the 
Navy's spokesmen to stress mobility and flexibility have already 
been noted, however, this was to be the first time that the 
Admiralty elevated its conventional limited war functions to a 
position over and above its general war responsibilities. 
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Perhaps the Navy would have moved in this direction anyway, but 
there is little question that Sandy s' relentless pressure on the 
carriers forced the Board of Admiralty to move officially away 
from a general war rationale more quickly than it otherwise 
would have. Again the Navy's case was carefully shaped to take 
advantage of the Minister's overall plans, and it was based on 
rather shrewd estimates of what the future held in store. 

In 1957 the Navy's views on the importance of conven- 
tional limited wars in a nuclear era had by no means solidified. 
Nevertheless, Suez had turned attention in this direction and 
spotlighted a number of features of the British overseas position 
which the Admiralty turned to good advantage. As a public 
example Suez was a poor one, since the entire country \rrlshed to 
repress it. As a military and foreign policy guidepost it was 
more useful. It rather strikingly indicated that even though a 
government possesses nuclear weapons, limited conventional actions 
were still possible, even probable in Britain's case, and that to 
fight such actions properly the Government needed equipment 
specially designed for the purpose. Moreover, Immediate readi- 
ness is crucial in dealing with such contingencies. Neville 
Brown in his book Stratep;ic Mobility , cited Suez's main lesson 
as the need for mobile forces "constantly capable of being 
deployed with speed and flexibility. " The Admiralty argued 
that naval task forces offered the most promising solution to 
this problem and stressed the carrier's primary role in these 
task forces. 

Moreover, the Sea Lords pointed with telling effect to 
the broader political lessons of Suez and their long term impli- 
cations. "As nothing else had done since the days of World War 
II, the outcome of the Suez operation focused the attention of 

po 

the nation upon defense policy and upon bases in particular. " 

It v;as painfully manifest that access to Suez was no longer 
assured. During the crisis British bases in Libya, Jordan, and 
Iraq had all proved unuseable for political reasons. Cyprus, 

Aden and Malta were helpful, but their handicaps were manifold. 
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In short, despite the nation's extensive chain of bases the 

Croim had to rely on seaborne forces. The prospects for the 

future were bleaker. Already the repercussions from Suez had 

23 

accelerated British withdrawal from Ceylon. ^ There was no way 
to estimate how long British forces would be allowed to operate 
out of Kenya, Aden, or even Singapore. These same problems 
affected overflying rights. The states in Africa and the 
Kiddle East which would permit British warplanes to overfly 
their soil in a crisis were bound to become progressively fewer. 

At the same time it was argued that Britain would have 
responsibilities East of Suez for many years to come. It was 
obligated to many of the Commonwealth countries in the area, and 
it seemed likely that the British government would insist on a 
self-imposed responsibility to oversee peace and order in former 
colonies, at least for a period. In addition the United Kingdom 
had extensive commercial interests from Africa to Singapore. 

The Admiralty argued that all these conditions enhanced the value 
of mobile naval task forces, and that to phase out aircraft 
carriers at that time would be a serious mistake. 

It should be emphasized that these arguments meshed 
neatly with some of Sandys' other plans. He intended to abolish 
conscription and drastically decrease the Army's size. To do 
this he planned to reduce the overseas garrisons and to depend 
on a home-based strategic reserve which could be deployed to 
trouble spots. The Admiralty never missed an opportunity to 
point out that its task forces complemented this scheme. They 
v^ould provide mobile strength which could be moved from place to 
place to show the flag in areas evacuated by the Army. At the 
same time they would supplement the strategic reserve's employ- 
ment in a crisis. 

The Minister of Defense was not easily convinced and the 

early weeks of 1957 were marked by a long series of tortuous dis- 
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cussions and papers. Laurence Martin comments that due to the 
difficulty of getting the Services to agree to cuts the 1957 
policy was “very much the personal achievement of the Minister" 
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and that he relied primarily on his scientific advisors and 
personal confidants. However, the Navy through persistence and 
persuasion was at least partially able to divert Sandys from 
his original intention. Over vigorous Navy protests he vetoed 
the Admiralty’s request to renew its cruiser force, accelerated 
the cut-backs in the reserve fleet, insisted on drastic reductions 
in the Navy's shore-support establishment, and initiated a re- 
duct ion in the personnel reserve. On the other hand he agreed 
to retain the five operational carriers in the Fleet - the most 
important issue from the Navy’s standpoint. While Sandys* was 
by no means becoming a carrier advocate, he conceded that there 
was a need for naval aircraft in the Far East to bolster Britain's 
offensive potential and also for AS\I aircraft in the Atlantic . 
with NATO. These decisions were reflected in the Defense State- 
ment for 1 957 which stated that ; 

On account of its mobility, the Royal Navy, together with 
the Royal Marines, provides another effective means of 
bringing power rapidly to bear in peacetime, emergencies 
or limited hostilities. In modern conditions the role of 
the aircraft carrier, which is in effect a mobile air 
station, becomes increasingly significant . 27 

In another relevant paragraph it was stated that: 

There is the possibility that the nuclear battle might not 
prove immediately decisive; and in that event it would be of 
great importance to defend Atlantic communications against 
submarine attack. It is therefore necessary for NATO to 
maintain substantial maritime forces and maritime air units, 
Britain must make her contribution, though, for the reasons 
explained earlier, it will have to be on a somewhat reduced 

scale. 2o 

These passages accurately reflected the Admiralty's own inter- 
pretation of the Navy's role. Considering the original threat, 
this was considered a tactical victory. 

Of course the victory was only relative. All three 
Services were extremely dissatisfied. The Army was to halve 
its strength in the coming five years and to withdraw from many 
of its overseas posts. The Royal Air Force was to lose the bulk 
of its fighters, and its manned bombers were to be replaced 
eventually by ballistic missiles. These drastic steps threatened 
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to chanse not only the size of the Army and Air Force but also 
their character. These decisions were, to say the least, 
bitterly received. The Navy likewise faced serious reductions. 

Its budget was cut £35 million that year, and its total personnel 
was to be reduced to 88,000 men by 1961, an unprecedented low for 
the modern Navy. Nevertheless, the Admiralty “was less dissatis- 
fied than might have been expected," ^ for it had managed to 
retain its carriers and had received approval for its mobile 
task force concept. The Admiralty had successfully survived a 
grave crisis and laid the foundation upon which to build a new 
role for the British Fleet, 

Deterrence vs Limited V/ar 1957-1959 

The above interpretation of the 1957 VThite Paper was not 
shared by lay commentators. To them the great stress on deterrence 
combined with the determination to slash expenses signaled the 
decline of conventional forces. In the Navy's case this im- 
pression was strengthened by a clause in the 1957 Command Paper 
which pronounced “the role of naval forces in total war as some- 
what uncertain. A great deal of newsprint was devoted to 
lamenting the Navy's forthcoming demise and in some Instances to 
protesting against such a policy. Hov/ever, only time would reveal 
whether this interpretation was accurate. 

The White Paper received a generally warm v;elcome, because 
of the economies it heralded and the seemingly bold attempt it 
made to fashion a policy appropriate to the times. However, as 
the critics had time to digest its contents, increasing doubts 
were expressed as to the wisdom of Britain maintaining and 
emphasizing a nuclear deterrent at the expense of conventional 
v;eapons. Essentially these observers contended that in an era 
of nuclear parity between the Soviets and Americans, the United 
Kingdom could better utilize its limited funds. They believed it 
unlikely that Britain would participate in a nuclear war without 
the United States. Moreover, they contended that the relative 
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size of the British deterrent seriously detracted from its 
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value and credibility. On the other hand they further argued 
that under the shelter of the nuclear umbrella the Government 
with its ^^^orld-wlde responsibilities could make a more meaningful 
contribution to V/estern defense by allocating its severely limited 
resources to conventional weapons, A deterrent would be fine if 
it could be had "on the cheap," but by 1957 it was apparent that 
this was not so and that concentration on nuclear weapons would 
consume a major portion of the defense budget. Without attempt- 
ing to review this argument in detail - it is still raging today - 
it is Important here to note that the 1957 White Paper soon 
excited non-governmental resistance which supported the Admiralty's 
basic reasoning and strengthened its official case. 

As a matter of fact the Admiralty was not overlooking any 
channel for Influencing the Minister of Defense. "it enlisted 
in its cause two senior servants both in key positions in the 
Ministry of Defense. Foreign Office and Colonial Office back- 
ing was solicited. These Important departments concurred in the 

need for strong naval forces East of Suez and threw their weight 
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behind the Admiralty. There is also some evidence that the 

Navy enlisted the Commonwealth's assistance. During Sandys' tour 

of the Far East in the summer of 1957 high ranking officials in a 

number of Commonwealth countries submitted pleas in the Navy's 
34 

behalf.-”^ Later in that same year Mr, Macmillan was urged by 

several delegates to the Commonwealth prime minister's conference 

t 35 

to reconsider the Government s plans for the Navy.-^*^ 

These tactics were paralleled by a subtle effort to widen 

36 

the public arena of debate. The Observer reported in early 1957 
that "for vreeks now senior members of the silent Service have been 
breaking their silence to remind journalists of the Russian sub- 
marine menace and the folly of slashing navies. Retired senior 

officers bombarded the press with letters to the editor. Admirals 

assigned to NATO took advantage of their unique position to speak 

38 

their minds on the Navy cuts. Shortly after the 1957 V/hite 
Paper \%’&s published the Admiralty sponsored a one-day orientation 



conference at Greenwich for prominent Industrialists and 

39 

non-governmental leaders. The object was to present the case 
for a strong Fleet. It caused little fanfare, but v/as well re- 
ceived judging from a letter to The Times by three industrialists 
40 

who attended. This step was bordering on the limits of propriety 
and is an indication of the lengths the Admiralty was willing to 
go in combatting Sandy s* attack on the carriers. 

There is no way to determine what Influence these various 
maneuvers had, however, it was soon evident that the Government 
was not going to depend solely on nuclear weapons. The 1953 
Defense Statement reiterated the fundamentals of its predecessor. 

It confirmed the nation's policy of deterrence, but likewise in- 
sisted that a deterrent "does not obviate the need for maintaining 
a substantial shield of land forces, with air and naval support, 
to defend the frontiers of the free world ... a high proportion 

of Britain's military effort will therefore, of necessity, con- 

ii4 1 

tinue to go into forces of this kind. In this same statement, 

the first mention is to be found of the "balancing fear of mutual 

annihilation" and the implication that this stalemate would tempt 

the Communist powers to concentrate on other methods than general 
42 

war. In addressing Itself to the Royal Navy it set out three 

43 

main tasks for the Fleet: 

(1) In peacetime, to help carry out Britain's responsi- 
bilities in colonies and protected territories, to 
defend British shipping, and generally to contribute 
by their presence to the maintenance of peace and 
stability. 

(2) In limited war, to protect sea communications, to 
escort troops and supplies to the theatre of oper- 
ations and to give them support in action. 

(3) In global war, to make an effective contribution to 
the combined naval forces of the Western Alliance. 

These statements hardly indicate that the Government con- 
templated abandoning its Navy. The terse and vague reference to 
global war unmistakably suggested that the character of the 
Fleet's role was changing. Air Marshal- Sir Robert Saundby, in 
sarcastically commenting on this facet of a defense policy which 
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go in combatting Sandys* attack on the carriers. 

There is no way to determine what influence these various 
maneuvers had, however, it was soon evident that the Government 
was not going to depend solely on nuclear weapons. The 1958 
Defense Statement reiterated the fundamentals of its predecessor. 

It confirmed the nation's policy of deterrence, but likewise in- 
sisted that a deterrent "does not obviate the need for maintaining 
a substantial shield of land forces, with air and naval support, 
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main tasks for the Fleet: 

(1) In peacetime, to help carry out Britain's responsi- 
bilities in colonies and protected territories, to 
defend British shipping, and generally to contribute 
by their presence to the maintenance of peace and 
stability. 

(2) In limited war, to protect sea communications, to 
escort troops and supplies to the theatre of oper- 
ations and to give them support in action. 

(3) In global war, to make an effective contribution to 
the combined naval forces of the Western Alliance. 

These statements hardly indicate that the Government con- 
templated abandoning its Navy. The terse and vague reference to 
global war unmistakably suggested that the character of the 
Fleet's role was changing. Air Marshal- Sir Robert Saundby, in 
sarcastically commenting on this facet of a defense policy which 
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presumably was "t-o reduce conventional forces, remarked: 

"Sea power is so bound up with our history that it has become 

part of our national character, and it is no doubt too much to 

expect that the Government would take the bold step of abandon- 

,,44 

ing this particular form of preparation to fight. 

He was overlooking the fact that both technical and 
political developments were accentuating the Importance of sea 
power after several years of neglect. During Mr. Sandy s' short 
tenure as Minister of Defense from 1957 to 1959 the Admiralty's 
strategical case became visibly stronger. Not only had the 
nuclear stalemate increased the likelihood of brush fires, but 
economic and political problems were making Britain's military 
position more difficult. Shortly after Suez, Ceylon insisted 
on taking over the military bases on its soil. British forces 
were withdrawn from Jordan, and those in Libya were drastically 
reduced. The facilities in Cyprus were cut back. Malaya was 
rapidly approaching independence, and Britain agreed to assist 
in its external defense. In East Africa the Kenyan situation 
was still unsettled, and the future of British bases there un- 
certain. All of these developments were pressing the Government 
to look for v;ays to modify its traditional military posture 
overseas. The Navy's mobile task forces offered an attractive 
alternative. 

The 1959 Defense Statement indicated little change in 
the Government's defense thinking. That same year Mr, Sandys 
departed office with the Royal Navy still intact and playing a 
vital part in defense strategy. The acid test, of course, is 
the amount of funds which the Admiralty received under the 
Sandys' administration. The absolute defense appropriation was 
cut severely during his first year and then commenced to climb 
very gradually. The amount of the Gross National Product de- 
voted to defense dropped to around T% by 1959. The Navy's 

appropriations climbed from £316 million in 1957 to £370 million 

45 

in 1959. In absolute terms this was a gradual increase, but 
it did not keep pace with the rise in prices. As a result the 
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Admiralty's purchasing power steadily declined. However, this 
was true of all the Services, and despite the supposedly In- 
creased emphasis put on deterrence the Navy's relative share of 
the defense budget rose from 23/» to 25^* The Army's likewise 
climbed slightly to 29^. The Air Force's share and those in 
other categories declined accordingly. This hardly suggests 
that the Macmillan Government intended to scrap the conventional 
forces. On the contrary, it indicates that the Admiralty, con- 
sidering the obstacles confronting it, had made a rather shrewd 
estimate of the overall political and military situation in 
1957 and plotted a sound course. 

The Transition to a Limited War Force 



The Sandys era is always associated with retrenchment 

and reductions. Undoubtedly the policies which he set in motion 

allowed the Government to reduce the share of its total resources 

v;hich went to defense. Concurrently his economies worked some 

Impressive changes in the physical character of the Navy. From 

1957 to 1959 the Navy's total manpower shrunk from 116,000 to 
46 

101,000. Intense efforts were made to curtail the civilian 

support establishment. In tv;o years that was reduced by 30,000 
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to a new post-war low of 152,000 employees. The Royal Navy 

Reserve and the Royal Naval Volunteer Reserve were combined, and 

the air divisions of the reserve were disbanded. The total 

number of personnel attached to reserve organizations shrunk from 
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approximately 40,000 in 1957 to 14,000 in 1959. Contrary to 
previous practice these personnel were to be continuously trained 
and available for immediate service. 

In addition to personnel reductions, extensive cut-backs 
were made in naval equipment and installations. Dockyards in 
Hong Nong and Malta were abolished, and two dockyards in England 
decommissioned. Five air establishments were closed down and a 
number of support facilities consolidated or cut back. These 
measures were accompanied by a general command reorganization 
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v;hich allowed reductions of shore-based personnel and support 
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establishments. The basic character of the reserve fleet was 
altered to furnish not only ships for use in a crisis, but a 
smaller number of vessels at a higher state of readiness to be 
employed in peacetime "to replace those in the active fleet which 
are damaged or v^ithdrawn for refit or modernization. During 

the Sandy s' tenure six aircraft carriers, four battleships, seven 
cruisers, twelve destroyers, sixty-four frigates and numerous 
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smaller craft v;ere scrapped or sold out of the reserve fleet, 

The 1957 White Paper resulted in a smaller Navy, just as it 
foreshadowed a smaller Army and Air Force. However, most of the 
measures mentioned above concerned support activities, and this 
is where the Navy could best afford to cut. Many of these 
economies released funds v/hlch were plov;ed back into research 
and operational forces. In fact new emphasis was put on the 
active fleet and the missions which it was to perform. In evalu- 
ating Mr. Sandys' Influence on naval policy, it is this area that 
must be examined most closely. 

The Admiralty's post-Suez struggle was a critical episode 
in the evolution of naval policy. For centuries England had 
rested secure behind the bulwark of naval power. Just as Britons 
in general were experiencing difficulty in accommodating to the 
post-v/ar e.ra, it was not easy for the Navy's leaders to adjust 
to the Fleet's decreasing importance, or rather its changing role. 
Kov.'ever, in retrospect 1957 appears as the turning point. Once 
the Admiralty brought itself to concede that thermo-nuclear 
weapons were eroding the Fleet's usefulness in a general war, it 
was like casting off a great psychological burden, and the Sea 
Lords could turn their attention to other missions. Although the 
Admiralty had insisted that it still had an ASW role to play in 
the event of a general conflict, there is little question that 
commencing in 1957 its main efforts were to focus more and more 
on building up its conventional offensive capabilities for limited 
war situations. Concurrently, it was to turn away from NATO and 
Europe, and to concentrate on Britain's military problems in the 
Middle and Far East. 
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Unlike the case of the Army and Air Force the Admiralty 
had a number of good reasons to vj-elcome this basic change In 
the character. If not the size, of the Fleet. Such a role called 
for general purpose forces capable of performing the entire 
spectrum of naval duties from mlnesv^eeplng to attacking enemy 
targets on both land and sea. It v;ould allov; the Royal Navy to 
operate Independently, and forestall the possibility that It 
would become an Interdependent part of a huge \fe stern navy. 

This concurred the Admiralty's view of what a British Fleet 

should look like and do. Also, this new role would be more In 
line v/lth economic realities. It was painfully clear to the 
Sea Lords that the limited resources available to the Royal Navy 
would become progressively more Inadequate, if a protracted 
general war at sea vms to be their main concern. On the other 
hand there was a much better prospect of building an adequate 
limited v/ar force with the available funds. Of course only time 
would reveal whether this was actually possible. However, the 
Sea Lords intended to do their utmost to procure the modern 
ships and planes which the annual Defense Statements envisaged. 

It would require much Ingenuity to achieve these goals in the 
face of rising costs and the Government's determination to contain 
expenditures. To this end major steps were taken during the 
Sandys' regime to inaugurate this transformation. 

The first step related to deployments. Previously the 

A.dmlralty's general war strategy had dictated that the Navy's 

strength be concentrated In the Home Fleet and the Mediterranean 

Fleet. Control of the European seas was the main objective. In 

line with Its new thinking the Admiralty recommended that one 

carrier task force be stationed permanently East of Suez. Once 

Mr. Sandys had accepted the Navy's strategical justifications 

for Its task forces, this move followed logically and was con- 
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firmed in the 1957 1'^hlte Paper. This signaled a gradual build- 
up of the Fleet's equipment and support facilities in the Far East. 
It was the Admiralty's intention to keep another ready task force 
in the Mediterranean fully prepared to exert Influence in the 
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Near East or to deploy to the Indian Ocean if necessary. From 
this point on, the Fleet's center of gravity was to shift stead- 
ily Eastward. 

One problem arose simultaneously with the 1957 White 
Paper. The Minister of Defense informed the First Lord that 
since Britain v;as continuing to stress the Fleet's ASW contri- 
bution to SACLANT ' s forces the carriers assigned to NATO should 

5x 

carry air groups composed of predominantly ASV/ aircraft. Mr. 

Sandys had several objectives here. Just after coming into 

office he had visited the United States and among other officials 

had called on Admiral Gerauld Wright, SACLANT, in Norfolk, 

Virginia. He had expressed his belief that the NATO Strike Fleet 

v;as not a viable concept. Predictably he made little impression 

on the Americans. By emphasizing the ASW functions of Britain's 

NATO carriers he hoped to make it clear that the Royal Navy 

v;ould not support these plans. Nevertheless, Just as the 

Admiralty had foreseen, he felt it necessary to make a positive 

gesture to demonstrate the Government's continuing interest in 

NATO. This decision was ostentatiously announced in the 1958 
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V/hite Paper. There is little question that the Royal Navy 

was moving away from SACLANT, but Mr. Sandys was determined to 

cushion the blow. The Americans were scarcely deceived, and 

Admiral Wright complained publicly about the British decision 

to withdrav/ from the Strike Fleet. 

The Minister of Defense also had an economic motive. 

He reasoned that by concentrating on ASW in the West he could 

put more naval effort into the Far East in terms of general 

purpose forces^ and hopefully "cut doim on the total number of 
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aircraft v;hich the Navy would have to purchase in the future. 

This reasoning was certainly sound. It made it possible to con- 
centrate certain types of aircraft in smaller geographical areas, 
reduce training facilities and personnel rather than spreading 
them in equal parts from Singapore to Spithead. Similarly, he 
hoped to cut down the total number of planes needed, and later 
actually made some cuts in aircraft production based on this 
reasoning. 
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However, this decision greatly disturbed the Naval 
Staff. Despite their recognition of the Russian submarine 
threat, the Sea Lords w^ere beginning to think in terms of limited 
war, and this move did not mesh v;ith their viev; of the carrier as 
a mobile weapon system available to respond quickly to any type 
of emergency. Those carriers in the Atlantic and Mediterranean 
would be tied to one mission. Before they could be used for 
other purposes their air group would have to be rotated, and a 
great deal of time expended in training and reorientation. From 
a readiness standpoint it seemed to be unwise and certainly did 
not accord with the balanced task force concept which the 
Admiralty was nourishing. 

In the same light the Board took unkindly to any scheme 
that v;ould specialize or unbalance its air stations ashore, its 
aircraft logistics and support facilities. In its eyes this was 
inviting future problems and degraded the ability of the supply 
organization to respond to unforeseen emergencies. Lastly, and 
perhaps even more significant, the Naval Staff opposed any plan 
v/hich v/ould make it possible to reduce the number of operational 
aircraft. The Navy believed these had already been cut to the 
danger level and that further reductions particularly in strike 
aircraft, v;ould unduly endanger its capability. 

Actually in the frantic rush to rescue the carriers the 
Navy's leaders had overemphasized the Russian submarine menace 
and had left themselves exposed to just such a maneuver. 

Alastair Buchan, in the Observer , described the Navy as being 
hoisted "w'ith its own petard. The Admiralty was in a weak 

position v;hen it chose to contest Sandys* decision after all the 

, CQ 

stress it had previously laid on NATO s anti-submarine mission. 

The Board of Admiralty was unable to get the decision 
reversed, but the Naval Staff did succeed in foiling it tempo- 
rarily. The Fleet Air Arm had already decided to replace its 
fixed v/ing ASN aircraft v;ith helicopters and proposed that the 
shift in carrier complements be accomplished gradually as the 
helicopters were phased into service. This suggestion was 
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accepted. As a result when a new Minister of Defense assumed 
office in 1959 the helicopters had still not come into service, 
and the Navy's carriers were still carrying balanced aircraft 
complements. This is an outstanding example of bureaucratic 
"foot dragging." The Navy had fought desperately to change the 
decision and, \'ihen this failed, merely changed its tactics 
instead of acquiescing. The new intention was to delay the 
implementation of the decision as long as possible in the hope 
that in the meantime there would be a change of policy or 
ministers. 

Once this disagreement subsided the Admiralty turned 
its attention to other matters. It was manifest that although 
Mr. Sandy s had agreed to retaining the carriers, he had done 
so with reservations, and it would be folly to press for more 
such ships. In fact the Admiralty made an informal, but never- 
theless deliberate, decision to keep any further discussions of 
the carrier on a low key so as not to revive this crucial issue. 
The Board nov/ v;anted a period of relative calm in v;hich to re- 
trench and implement its plans for building balanced task forces. 
The Sea Lords were hoping to concentrate on obtaining modern 
equipment and vessels (other than carriers), which would im- 
prove the Fleet's limited war capabilities and in turn buttress 
the case for its new role. 

The first significant step v;as taken in the area of 

amphibious lift. On May 26, 1957, Major-General J. L. Moulton 

of the Royal Marines announced in a speech at Portsmouth that 

the Government was considering the conversion of an aircraft 
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carrier into a commando ship. This vessel was programmed to 
carry a commando of marines^^ and sufficient helicopters to put 
them ashore wherever needed. The project was approved near the 
end of July 1957,^^ and subsequently the H. M. S. Bulwark was 
selected for the project. A number of forces had come together 
in 1957 to reverse the Navy's traditional disdainful attitude 
tov.'ard amphibious warfare. Bulwark' s conversion was to mark the 
berlnning of the effort to correct the Fleet's most glaring 
ciency . 
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Pressure to review its amphibious responsibilities had 
been rising within the Navy for some time. The deplorable state 
of the Amphibious Warfare Squadron \ms well knovm throughout the 
Fleet. Officers who had served in this squadron recurrently 
agitated for the Admiralty to either dismantle or improve it. 

Their complaints received little attention. In 1955 Lord 
Kountbatten assumed the office of First Sea Lord, and he was 
soon to become a rather effective spokesman for this small group. 
Admiral Mountbatten had been Chief of Combined Operations Head- 
quarters during World V/ar II and had been one of the early pio- 
neers in developing Britain’s amphibious craft and techniques. 

He later played a major role in the planning of the Dieppe land- 
ings, and unlike the majority of the senior naval officers he had 
developed a deep respect for amphibious operations. 

Shortly after taking office he began to press for action 
in this field and encouraged his staff to study U. S. experience. 
After looking at the U. S. Marine Corps’ new "vertical envelop- 
ment" concept and the U. S. Navy's plan to land troops from 
carriers by helicopter the Admiralty formulated in 1956 the first 
recommendation for a commando carrier. Before this could be 
acted on, Suez intervened and demonstrated the continuing need 
for an amphibious capability. Subsequently the Navy v/as submitted 
to severe public criticism for its lack of ready amphibious ves- 
sels during the Egyptian crisis. The Navy's leaders now saw an 
amphibious capability as a complement to the limited war role 
which they were fashioning for the Fleet. Also it was cogent 
justification for fixed wing aircraft which would be required to 
protect the commando carrier and to support troops. The exper- 
ience of the Marines at Sues, who were put ashore by helicopter 
from Ocean and Theseus . had proved the feasibility of this tech- 
nique and demonstrated the carrier’s value as an amphibious 
vessel. It can transport a large number of men comfortably and 
has high speed v;hich gives it considerable mobility. This v?as a 
decided advantage over the older type of landing craft. In 
addition the concept of vertical envelopment allowed the 
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assaulting troops a great deal more flexibility in choosing the 
time and place of landing. It promised to revolutionize the art of 
assaulting a hostile shore. All these considerations served to 
modify the Navy's attitude toward its amphibious v^arfare respon- 
sibilities, and there was little difficulty in getting the approval 
of the Board of Admiralty in early 1957 for the conversion of 
Bulwark . 

However, after Mr. Sandys took office, all such projects 
came under close reviev/ right up to the level of the Defense 
Committee, and it was necessary to muster strong support for 
radically new concepts. Fortunately, in the case of the commando 
carrier there was an xmusual degree of consensus. The Army was 
being cut dovm drastically and looked favorably on any scheme 
which would increase the nation's capability to lift troops. To 
insure Army support the Amphibious V/arfare Headquarters, successor 
to Combined Operations Headquarters, had recommended that the 
Navy configure Bulwark to carry Army, as well as Marine, equip- 
ment and troops. This proposal was readily accepted. In 
addition. Army officers did not feel that the RAF had given enough 
attention to helicopters for carrying troops and v;ere happy to 
see the Navy enter this field. Similarly, the RAF was not dis- 

oleased because it would relieve some of the pressure to build 
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transport helicopters and furnish airlift. This assured the 
project strong support in the CSC. 

From an economic perspective, the Navy by converting a 
ship already in commission could keep the costs to below 
£10 million. Considering the contribution it stood to make to 
the Fleet this was impressive and quieted opposition in the 
Ministry of Defense and Treasury. In the aftermath of Suez this 
seemed like an excellent and economical investment. In addition 
the ship was to be manned by Royal Marines and in a period of 
shrinking personnel this was important, since the Marines, unlike 
the Army, v/ere oversubscribed and had no serious personnel prob- 
lems. In addition, the Marines ever since World War II had been 
trying to carve out an amphibious mission for themselves which 
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would distinsuish them from the Army. They were more than eager 
to take on this assignment. V/hen combined, all these factors 
served to facilitate prompt approval of the first commando carrier 
and to return the Navy to amphibious warfare. 

Late in 1958 the Admiralty made another significant 
gesture tov/ard Increasing the Fleet's amphibious capability. 

It laid dovm a requirement for a 12,000 ton assault ship. This 
was to be roughly similar to the U. S. Navy's 'Landing Ship Dock." 
Since any landing craft v/hich can carry a worthwhile load is too 
heavy to be lifted on board ship by davits or a derrick, the 
assault ship is designed with a large well deck aft, and the 
ship can be trimmed down, much like a floating dry dock, in 
order to float its landing craft. These small craft then lift 
the heavy equipment from the ship to the beach. Actually it 
offers the only practical method of carrying heavy equipment in 
ships v/ith fleet speed and then discharging that equipment 
directly to shallow beaches where opposition may be expected. 

The assault ship which the Naval Staff proposed was to accommo- 
date up to half a battalion of infantry, together v/ith all forms 

of vehicles from tanks do\mv.'ard. In addition, it was to operate 
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four LCA's, four LCM's, and two helicopters. ^ This would be a 
significant complement to the commando carrier, and the Admiralty 
hoped eventually to replace the Amphibious Warfare Squadron vrith 
two of these ships. 

Again the Admiralty designed these ships for Army as well 
as Marine use and drew heavily on Army support in seeking approval 
for this scheme. The ships costed-out at less than £? million. 
Considering their promise, this appeared to be a reasonable figure. 
The first assault ship was authorized in 1959» with good prospects 
of a second one being approved subsequently. This was another 
significant step in reshaping the Fleet for its nev; role. 

Concurrent v;lth these developments the Naval Staff was 
devoting considerable attention to other types of equipment. 

Since 1948 the Ministry of Supply and the Navy had been develop- 
ing the surface-to-air Seaslug missile. It was the original 
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Intention of the Admiralty's planners to start building a class 
of ships about 195*^ to be armed with Seaslug and provide sophis- 
ticated anti-aircraft protection for the Fleet’s carriers. This 
class v;ould be radically new in design and gradually replace the 
V.'orld V/ar II destroyers. Unfortunately, development nroblems 
exceeded expectations, and ship design was accordingly delayed. 

It even appeared for a period as if the ships might have to be 
of cruiser size, and considerable effort v;as made to reduce 
the space requirements of the weapons system. The 1955 Navy 
Estimates expressed the Navy’s intention of proceeding with this 
scheme, but the time schedule was still vague. Unpredictably , 
the Seaslug program began to advance rapidly in late, 1955 and 
by 1957 t.he dimensions of the missile and its supporting equip- 
ment had been firmed up. It was clear by then that these v/eapons 
could be accommodated in a 6,000 ton vessel, and a ship that 
small could be technically classed as a destroyer. This v;as con- 
sidered important from a practical standpoint. Hov/ever irration- 
ally, politicians are convinced that destroyers are more economi- 
cal than cruisers, no matter what their characteristics. ' In 
late 1957 the Admiralty received permission to start v:ork on 
plans for four such ships, and a year later was able to extract 
final approval from the Defense Committee to proceed v;lth this 
class. Actually very little strife v/as involved in this decision, 
but that was attributable to unusual circumstances. 

Guided missile ships had been programmed for some time, 
and the Government had been answering embarrassing questions in 
Parliament about them for years. Certainly the Minister of 
Defense had no intention of reneging on this promise, unless it 
was manifestly a poor military investment. In this regard the 
Navy had put over £70 million into the development of Seaslug. 
After the initial technical problems had been solved and an 
administrative muddle had been straightened out, the Seaslug 
program moved ahead rapidly, and the final product proved to be 
extremely successful. It appeared to match or excel any foreign 
seaborne surface-to-air medium-range missile and displayed an 
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exceptional record of reliability. It promised the Fleet Just 
what v/as needed - an effective defense against supersonic air- 
craft. This would afford the carriers more protection and allov; 
them to devote more space to strike and anti-submarine aircraft. 
Once the Minister of Defense had approved the requirement for 
mobile carrier groups he could hardly turn down projects which 
promised to enhance their effectiveness. 

From a more personal standpoint, Mr. Sandys had been 
the Minister of Supply during a rather crucial period in the 
development of Seaslug. He had supported it strongly and had 
had a part in ironing out its difficulties. The Navy was fully 
aware of this and was assured a sympathetic hearing because of 
his personal interest in missiles. Moreover, a few of the 
Minister's scientific advisers had been associated with Seaslug 
in the early days and put considerable effort into easing the 
vfay for this new class both in the Ministry of Defense and with 
the other services. These were important political factors dur- 
ing an era when economy was a crucial parameter. All in all this 
’Was the sort of project which meshed perfectly with the Navy's 
nev; task force concept, offered value for the money, and at the 

same time projected the image of a modern progressive Navy so 
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dear to politicians. 

Another issue in this unusual period concerned atomic 
bombs. The Admiralty had had a requirement on the books for a 
small tactical weapon for some time and for a strike bomber to 
carry it. This, of course, v/as an integral part of the Navy's 
planning prior to 1957 when the Atlantic forces were slated to 
participate in NATO's Strike Fleet. Now the question of atomic 
v/eapons v;as reevaluated. The Admiralty desired to proceed with 
the original plan and still pressed its need for such a weapon. 
The Royal Air Force strongly questioned the Navy's requirement. 

It argued that if naval aircraft were to be employed solely in 
small "Suez type" actions that the demand for a naval atomic 
weapon had disappeared. Their Lordship's argued that there were 
no rules against using fission bombs in limited wars and that 
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NATO strategy actually called for the use of atomic tactical 
weapons in Europe. Certainly in 1957 the British Government 
had not excluded such arms in local wars. Even more important 
the Admiralty contended that the best way to prevent the 
Communists from employing small atomic v/eapons in a local war 
v/as to have fission bombs on the scene and a capability for 
delivering them. The emphasis in all these discussions was 
placed on the Far East and China. It v/as in this area that the 
Fleet would be Instrumental in meeting aggression, and the 
Admiralty contended it would be a grave mistake to rule out any 
use of atomic weapons. Finally the Board pointed out that the 
requirement was a joint one with the RAF. Even if the Navy was 
to opt out, the weapons would still be produced for the Royal 
Air Force. Allov/lng the Navy to have them would not add a 
great deal to the total cost, but it would increase the armed 
forces' flexibility considerably. Mr. Sandys found these argu- 
ments persuasive and decided to arm carriers with small fission 
weapons. 

This issue is related to the subject of aircraft. The 
Sea Vixen, an all-v^eather fighter, was due to enter service 
shortly after the Scimitar and v;ould replace the Sea Venom. By 
the time it was due to reach the Fleet it would soon become 
obsolescent, and the Naval Staff had already generated a require- 
ment for a successor. The Navy had two under development - the 
SRI 77, an experimental fighter to replace the Sea Vixen and the 
Buccaneer which was the long awaited supersonic atomic strike 
aircraft. There were cogent military requirements for both, 
but in this critical period research projects needed more than 
just military rationalizations. 

The Minister of Defense cancelled the SRI 77 on the theory 

that it was in the early stages of development and the future of 

aircraft carriers was not firm enough to justify such an expen- 

70 

sive project v/hich v/ould be in development for several years. 

He insisted that the Fleet's current fighters could be stretched, 
if better performance was required. This decision was to cause 
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the Admiralty considerable distress in years to come. On the 
other hand, the Buccaneer v/as given the "go ahead." It was de- 
signed as a supersonic low level strike aircraft which would be 
able to penetrate under the enemy’s radar coverage. It was 
expected to be ready in three to four years and w'ould give the 
Royal Navy the jump on the rest of the v/orld in this particular 
type of aircraft. It appeared to have some promise as an item 
for export, always an important consideration in export-conscious 
Britain. Not as Important but still significant v;as the fact 
that the Buccaneer development had been aided by American funds, 
and there was a great reluctance to cancel out of a project on 
which the United States had assisted. There were even some mis- 
placed hopes that the United States v^’ould place a sizeable order 
for it in Britain. In addition it had been designed for some 
time to carry the Fleet’s atomic v;eapons and there was consider- 
able pressure to get the best possible airplane for this vital job 
The foregoing review covers the Navy's main controversies 
with Mr. Sandys but, of course, does not include all the 
Admiralty's achievements in this period. A number of programs 
\fere continued or initiated which excited little opposition, yet 
materially enhanced the Fleet’s capabilities and pointed it 
toward its new role. Prior to 1957 the Fleet Air Arm following 
an American lead had been experimenting with helicopters for ASW 
work. They possess a tremendous advantage over fixed v;ing air- 
craft in that they can hover and put a sonar transducer in the 
water to search for the offending submarine. At the same time 
they possess sufficient speed to cover large areas and counter 
any evasive maneuvers made by undersea craft. It had already 
been decided to replace the Gannets with helicopters in the late 
1950 's, and once the Minister of Defense elected to emphasize the 
Fleet's ASW role in NATO this plan was implemented without con- 
troversy. The same type of helicopters were chosen for this 
mission as were to be carried on the commando carriers. With 
some minor modifications, v/hich can be made at sea, the ASV/ and 
troop carrying "whirlybirds" can be interchanged. 
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The escort program vjhich had been Initiated in 1951 v;as 
continued, and a new class was inaugurated. As previously noted, 
neither politicians nor the other Services seem to take the 
interest in small ship programs that they do in requests for 
larger ones or aircraft programs. This is an area v;here the 
Navy's need is considered unique and legitimate. As long as 
the general budgetary levels are not exceeded, little heat is 
generated. As a matter of fact the fundamental limit on escorts 
seems to derive not from external pressures but from the Navy's 
o\m diverse ambitions which require a great many different types 
of ships. 

In this particular period the Navy was in an unusual 
position. Since Norea it had been constructing or modernizing 
two types of escorts. The destroyer was to accompany the Fleet, 
and the slower speed frigate was to protect merchant convoys. 

As already stated, the Navy's planners in the middle 'fifties were 
developing doubts about this policy. A new general purpose 
frigate, the “Tribal" class, which was an improved and cheaper 
version of the convoy escort had been on the drawing board for 
some time, and the Navy went ahead viith laying dov/n the first 
one in 1958. However, it was soon evident that what was needed 
in the Navy's new limited war role were general purpose escorts 
which could perform v/ith the Fleet as well as with convoys. In 
1956 the Type 12 ASW frigates, the "VJhitby" class, began to 
commission, and much to the Admiralty's amazement they exceeded 
all expectations. Originally designed for tv;enty-six knots, they 
could make from twenty-nine and one-half to thirty knots and 
maintain top speed in practically any kind of weather. They were 
well suited to operate v;ith the new task forces and took over the 
destroyer's old duties. More Type 12' s were ordered, and the 
Tribal class program was cut back. To take further advantage of 
the Type 12' s outstanding characteristics a requirement was gen- 
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erated for a new class to be built on this same basic hull form. 
The steps taken during this period assured the British task forces 
for some time into the future a modern complement of general 
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purpose escorts. Combined with the guided missile destroyers due 
to come into service in the early 1960’s they stood to improve 
substantially the overall effectiveness of the Fleet. 

In addition the first of a new class of conventional 
submarines, the '!?orpoise" class, undertaken in 1955 began joining 
the Fleet. These were the first submarines built since the v;ar 
and vrere configured primarily for ASVI missions. Also during the 
Sandy s era the Admiralty initiated work on the Royal Navy’s first 
nuclear submarine. This will be discussed in some detail in the 
next chapter. One other significant area was receiving attention - 
afloat support. The V/ay Ahead Committee had strongly recommended 
that steps be taken to improve the fleet train and its ability to 
operate independent of fixed bases. The 1957 Navy Estimates 
stressed the importance of these ships, and by 1958 three replen- 
ishment ships i^ere being modernized. Considering the size of the 
task this was a rather halting step, but scarce funds prevented a 
greater effort. Nevertheless, it was clear that the Admiralty 
within the limits of available funds Intended to complement its 
task forces v;ith improved logistics support. 

2“Ir. Duncan Sandy s left the Defense Ministry near the end 
of 1959, and it is appropriate to assess briefly his influence on 
the Royal Navy. He left a definite stamp on the Fleet just as he 
had on all the Services. He v;illed his successor a smaller Navy, 
The Admiralty, relatively speaking, was receiving as large a 
share of the budget as it had before 1957* More important he 
left behind a different kind of Navy. V/ith one exception every 
naval officer and Admiralty civil servant interviewed by the 
writer agreed that the reductions in the reserve fleet and 
support installations resulting from the 1957 economies were 
long overdue and eliminated unnecessary fat which tradition had 
precluded trimming. Few agreed that the size of the active forces 
was adequate, but this is a common complaint v;ith professionals 
in every country. It is interesting to note that the size of the 
active fleet decreased only slightly from 1957 to 1959 and that 
it was becoming more modern every day. In short, during this 
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period many worohv;hlle projects were initiated v/hlch in time 
would materially enhance the Fleet's capabilities. 

Certainly Mr. Sandy s left a great deal of animosity 
behind him in the Navy's ranks, but this v^riter found a general 
consensus that he had performed a particularly valuable service 
for the Board of Admiralty. "He made it think about the Navy's 
role harder than it ever had before, and face up to the unpleasant 
realities of post-war British life. By 1959 the Navy's leaders 

knei>; in their own minds what kind of role they wanted for the 
Fleet and had put in train the initial steps to build the 
necessary forces. Despite the economies forced on the Navy it 
still had its core of carriers and had taken some vital steps 
toward complementing these with modern planes, amphibious ships, 
guided missile destroyers, and general purpose escorts. It would 
be some time before the Fleet was actually composed of the truly 
hard-hitting task forces which the V/hite Papers glowingly described, 
but the Admiralty had come to terms ^irith the economic, political, 
international and technical realities. In the span between 1957 
and 1 959 the Navy had acquired a more clearly defined role which 
it was well suited to play, and vras marching with some confidence 
in a new direction. The Navy and its leaders deserve considerable 
credit for this accomplishment, and likewise Mr, Duncan Sandys 
deserves at least a share of praise for his part in this drama. 

The Fleet's New Role Confirmed 

In 1959 Mr. Harold V/atkinson assumed office as Minister 
of Defense. He v;as received with suppressed enthusiasm. His 
predecessor's regime was marked by strife and turmoil as he strove 
to contain defense costs and impose reduced manpower levels on 
the three Services. Each branch was confident that a change v;ould 
be for the better. The new Minister commenced his tour with a 
number of advantages. He inherited a vastly stronger control 
structure than existed in 1957. The Minister of Defense's 
position had been considerably strengthened in 1958 when the 
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Prime Minister pushed through legislation confirming the pov;ers 
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he had already bestowed on Mr. Sandys by administrative fiat. 

From that point on he v;as literally the commander of the whole 
defense establishment, rather than a political supervisor. In 
addition, this legislation established a new post “Chief of 
Defense Staff. *' This was to be a high ranking professional 
officer who v.'ould act as Chairman of the CSC and also as chief 
military adviser to the Minister of Defense. He would be respon- 
sible for communicating the viev;s of the CSC on matters within 
their cognizance to the Minister and also his own personal views 
on these issues. In addition, the Joint Planning Staff was to 
be directly responsible to the Chief of Defense Staff, and he, 
in turn, v/as to assure that the three Services furnished the 
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type of information and staff support that the Minister desired. 
The object of these moves was essentially to strengthen the 
Minister’s hand and to give him a powerful top level professional, 
who was divorced from his parent Service, to assist him. It has 
already been noted what a strong personal part Mr. Sandys played 
in detailed Service affairs, and this legislation guaranteed 
that his successors would continue to be instrumental in shaping 
the detailed policies of the individual branches. 

¥atkinson enjoyed another substantial advantage. By 

1959 the Government had more or less arbitrarily decided that the 

defense establishment should receive from 7 to 7.5^ of the Gross 
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National Product, and the military \ms v/ell aware that barring 
crises this figure could not be raised. The main reductions 
necessary to reach that level had been taken earlier, and this 
took the pressure off the new Minister. V/orking within this 
economic parameter he could devote his attention to tailoring 
policy and forces to the new realities. 

It v:as soon clear that the change in Defense Ministers 
heralded no drastic or radical revision in overall military 
policy. The I960 Defense Statement indicated that although the 
means of delivery were constantly being reevaluated there was no 
intention to give up deterrent weapons. By this time deterrence 



had become an article of faith v/ith the Conservative Party, and 
it was manifest that the Administration did not intend any re- 
treat in regard to nuclear weapons. Watkinson was hard pressed 
throughout his administration on this issue, and probably his 
most important single decision involved the deterrent - when he 
recommended cancelling Blue Streak and opting for the American 
Skybolt airborne ballistic missile. This will be discussed at 
some length in the next chapter in which the Navy's role in the 
strategy of deterrence is sketched. 

The continued stress on nuclear weapons meant that a 
sizeable portion of the budget would continue to be diverted 
from conventional arms. There were nevertheless some subtle, 
and in a sense significant, changes taking place in the Govern- 
ment's attitudes toward limited war forces. Sandy s’ initial 
emphasis on deterrence very definitely assigned conventional 
forces a secondary role and awarded the highest priority to 
nuclear v/eapons. Although conventional forces v;ere retained vrith 
a political flourish, the 1957 hnd 1958 I'Jhite Papers had conveyed 
the distinct impression that this was being done mainly as a 
safety measure until the technical and strategical implications 
of nuclear v;eapons were clearer, and further that the future of 
conventional forces was definitely in doubt. This attitude had 
begun to change in the latter months of Mr. Sandy s' regime , and 
it disappeared altogether in the early 1960's. 

As early as 1958 Field Marshal Montgomery v;ho had revised 

his strategical thinking considerably since 195^^ warned that the 

nuclear stalemate "would be with us sooner than some of us think" 

and that in the future the main threat from Communism was likely 

to come from limited wars and subversion. ' These sentiments 

v/ere v.^idely echoed by lay strategists, Journalists, professionals, 
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and Labor Party politicians. Watkinson, although he accepted 
the need for the deterrent, subscribed to this philosophy, and 
during his regime the role of conventional forces was consistently 
upgraded. 

It is worthv:hile to trace this evolution very briefly. 

The i 960 Report on Defense made no reference to priorities, but 
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stressed that "because of the need to meet local emergencies 

which could develop into a major conflict, conventionally armed 

forces aye a necessary complement to nuclear armaments. A 

year later the Defense \'Jhite Paper emphasized that "many of our 

most important responsibilities are not concerned with the direct 

deterrence of global v/ar, but rather with the checking of small 
ii7Q 

outbreaks. This same statement emphasized that the Government 

was proposing to meet the v^hole spectrum of possible aggression, 
and actually discussed conventional forces ahead of nuclear ones. 
The 1962 Defense Statement specifically put deterrence and con- 
ventional forces on a par. It insisted that a balance bet\v'een 
the two must be maintained and that "neither element must be so 
small as to encourage an aggressor to seek a quick advantage, or 
to risk a provocative local incident escalating into a major war. 
It was during this period that the nuclear stalemate v:as genu- 
inely recognized for v;hat it \^as and that conventional forces 
again came into vogue, as a primary not secondary element of the 
defense structure. 

Paralleling this development was a decided turn away from 
NATO towards the Middle and Far East. Sandy s' emphasis on deter- 
rence and NATO had been inspired by the threat of a general war 
with Russia. No^^^ Britain's overseas responsibilities v?ere again 
asserting themselves. The 1957 V/hite Paper had expressed an 
intention to cut back on colonial bases and hopefully to reduce 
the nation's overseas responsibilities. This proposal had proved 
difficult to implement. The Government had accumulated a number 
of commitments and interests East of Suez v:hich in the final 
analysis it v:as reluctant to neglect. Not only its treaty obli- 
gations as members of CENTO and SEATO, but also its ties with 
Malaya, New Zealand, Australia and the African colonies w^ere 
compelling. Its commercial interests (primarily oil) in the 
Persian Gulf and the Middle East, likewise demanded political 
stability, and in turn military attention. On one occasion 
Natkinson actually stated that in his viev/ "Km, 'ait was more im- 
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portant to Britain than Berlin," Many Englishmen concurred 
with that view. 
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It is alv/ays difficult to distinguish genuine motivations 
from spurious verbalized ones, but there seems little doubt that 
notions of national prestige and vanity have also played a signif- 
icant part here. It was one thing to recognize the harsh economic 
pressures which limited the Government's freedom of maneuver, but 
it was another to v.'ithdraw from the overseas responsibilities 
which Britain had shouldered for so many decades. Through its 
Commonv:ealth and colonial ties V/hitehall has exercised extensive 
influence throughout the emerging areas of the world, especially 
in Africa and South Asia. This relationship is highly valued 
because it is a uniquely British phenomenon, and is not shared 
v;ith other nations. It "symbolizes an independent and prestigious 
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non-European leadership position" which the decision-making 
elite is hesitant to relinquish. To withdra-w completely from 
these overseas areas and duties is to abdicate responsibility and 
to forfeit an opportunity to exercise independent influence and 
leadership. Britain's part in NATO is neither as prestigious nor 
as distinguished as its role East of Suez. These are vital con- 
siderations for a nation v/ith Britain's past reputation for v;orld 
leadership. 

By i960 Britain v;as hardly in a position to pay full 
homage to NATO and look after these interests too. The manpo^^er 
cuts instituted by Sandys were beginning to take full effect. 

The bases East of Suez v;hich the nation had depended on tradi- 
tionally had been gradually cut back as a result both of the 
pressures of nationalism and of the domestic economy. In addition, 
the shelter of the nuclear umbrella enhanced the likelihood of 
unrest, brush fire v;ars and Communist penetration in these areas. 
Neither NATO nor the United States had Interests similar to those 
of Britain East of Suez. It was more than logical that if peace 
was to be maintained there the lion's share of the burden would 
fall on Britain. All these factors combined to increase the 
importance of the Indian Ocean area in the Government's eyes and 
to turn its attention at least partially away from the Atlantic. 
Nith this background the study can examine how the Royal Navy 
fared under these nev; circumstances. 
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The nev; Minister of Defense was very receptive to the 
Admiralty ‘s plans to create balanced task forces v/hich could 
deploy both troops and air power on short notice. The initial 
steps taken in the late 1950*s to configure the seagoing forces 
for a policing role v;ere beginning to bear fruit as VJatkinson 
came into office and just as the G-overnment was becoming genu- 
inely concerned about its military posture East of Suez. The 
Sea Lords promptly took advantage of his sympathies. A request, 
previously prepared, asking for a reappraisal of the policy re- 
quiring the aircraft carriers West of Suez to carry predominantly 
ASW plane complements, was submitted soon after Ifatkinson's 
installation. That decision was quietly reversed. It should be 
stressed again that the Fleet Air Arm had delayed implementing 
this policy v:ith the express intention of seeking a reviev; of 
it. The appointment of a new I4inister of Defense was just the 
opportunity it had been awaiting - a graphic illustration of ho\j 
bureaucratic inertia can be utilized to frustrate a transient 
political executive. 

Hovrever, Watkinson took this move with full av;areness 
of the Fleet's nev; relationship to NATO. It had been clear to 
the Americans for several months that the Admiralty v;as revising 
its strategical posture and that the profile of the Fleet was 
being altered. No longer were the Navy's leaders looking to 
SACLAl-JT requirements for their guidelines. Rather they had their 
eyes fixed on Britain's specific responsibilities outside the 
NATO area. Although Sandys had gone to great lengths to demon- 
strate continuing support for NATO's naval forces, Watkinson 
believed that SACLANT had become accustomed to the nev; order of 
things and that the political circumstances no longer required 
this rather thinly disguised gesture. This step more or less 
formalized the Fleet's turnav;ay from NATO and made it clear that 
other considerations \;ould govern the future composition and 
deployment of the British Fleet. 

Actually, the Americans too v;ere concerned about pros- 
pective trouble spots on the periphery of the Indian Ocean and 
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were not too averse to this new line of development. V/atkinson 
insisted that the best contribution the British Fleet could make 
to Western security was to concentrate its efforts from Singapore 
to Suez, and there is little question that he received implicit 
if not explicit aoproval from his American counterparts in 
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assigning the Fleet this nev; priority of responsibilities. In 

fact the British Fleet is occasionally referred to by Englishmen 

who disagree with its policies as ''McNamara's Navy," since they 

consider that it carries out its policing mission with American 

8s 

encouragement. American diplomats and military men voice 
periodic objections about the failure of the British Navy to 
meet its NATO commitments in terms of ships, but these are per- 
functory complaints, and it is v/ell understood on both sides of 
the Atlantic that the Royal Navy's prime mission lies elsewhere. 

It is also appreciated that all the western Allies benefit from 
efforts to keep peace and order East of Suez. 

It sould be emphasized that the Royal Navy still loyally 
subscribes to NATO, and its forces in the Atlantic and Mediterranean 
would be available to SACLANT in an emergency. However, the nature 
of these forces is dictated by the Fleet's limited war role with 
hardly a bow tov;ard the Alliance. This does not mean that it 
cannot make a fruitful contribution. The great advantage that 
the Navy enjoys over the Army and Air Force is that most of its 
ships and v;eapons can be deployed for a range of missions, from 
showing the flag to atomic tactical strikes. Fortunately the 
Royal Navy's balanced task forces include a great deal of equip- 
ment which would complement SACLANT ' s forces and make them more 
effective in the event they v;ere required. 

The official decision to carry balanced air groups demon- 
strated the Minister of Defense's faith in the balanced task force. 
In turn, it paved the way for the Fleet's final doctrinal conver- 
sion to a limited war role. It is fair to say that by I960 there 
was general consensus within both the Navy and the Government as 
to the Fleet's role. White Papers are not alv/ays the best guide 
in matters of this sort, but the first Lord's Explanatory Statement 
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on the Navy Estimates 1961-62 devoted a lengthy paragraph to 
limited v/ars and brushfires. It deserves quoting because it is 
both an official declaration and an accurate representation of 
the major strategic rationale of the modern Royal Navy; 

As v/eapons become more and more destructive it is more 
important than ever that local outbreaks of violence should 
not be allov.^ed to develop into full scale war, v;ith the 
attendant risks of nuclear conflict. Military pov;er must 
be deployed quickly and effectively v;hen trouble occurs, 
and this is a primary task of the Royal Navy. It may be 
to escort troops and their heavy equipment to the scene 
of action; it may be to give them air cover in operations 
until air bases can be established ashore; it may be, under 
the new commando carrier concept, to function as a fire 
brigade and to avert or extinguish small conflagrations 
unaided. In every case success depends on prompt inter- 
vention, made by the Navy's power of rapid movement. ^6 

There has been no question since that declaration as to 
v;hat the Fleet's role is. This, of course, is not to say that 
the Navy does not have other duties. The very nature of ships 
makes them versatile instruments of statecraft. The Royal Navy 
is still expected to show the flag, assist diplomatic missions, 
and to perform missions of mercy. At the same time the bulk 
of the Fleet is still committed to the NATO Alliance and would 
be an integral part of any combined Western naval effort. Still, 
the V/hite Paper quoted above devoted only three lines to this 
"global V7ar" mission. Throughout IfJhite Papers, parliamentary 
debates, press releases and official speeches, the trite refer- 
ences to the "Russian submarine threat," "oceanic communication 
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lines," and "general war" have largely disappeared. ‘ In their 
place, one reads of “mobile and flexible response," "tri-service 
operations," and "brushf ire war." The absence of exaggerated 
assertions about ’the Royal Navy's ability to control the v;orld's 
sea routes is candid and realistic. There is a recognition of 
the limited extent of the Fleet's pov;er and a clear sense of 
direction which v:as missing for ten or more years after V/orld VJar 
II. The Guardian caught the significance of this development when 
it commented on the 196 I Defense Statement: 
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The period of cuts and uncertainties is past and those 
uho are giving their lives to the naval Service have a 
nuch clearer idea about v/hy they are there and the vital 
importance of their mission, S8 

Manifestly, setting a policy and iaplenenting it are not 
the same things. Funds available are still less than the 
Admiralty v/ould like. This malady continuously infects all 
three British Services, and there is no prospect of a cure in 
the foreseeable future. The decision to keep the military 
budget at of the Gross National Product severely limits 
expansion. As long. as the Government chooses to retain a 
nuclear v/eapons system the amount which can be allotted to 
conventional forces will be further restricted. Nevertheless, 
considering the circumstances, the Navy has received increasing 
support from the Government in its new role. Its absolute appro- 
priations rose steadily from £397 million in i 960 to £440 million 
in 1963» Share\i;ise the Navy’s percentage of the total defense 
budget remained constant at 24^. However, this figure alone is 
misleading. As the Navy’s portion percentage-wise remained 
constant, the Army and Air Force’s shares v/ere slowly decreasing, 
so that by 1 963 the Army v;as receiving 26 % and the Royal Air 
Force 27^ of the total 3,ppropriated monies. Correspondingly the 
share of the defense estimates devoted to other agencies had 
been increasing steadily - Ministry of Defense, Ministry of 
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Aviation, Ministry of Public Works, and Atomic Energy A.uthority. 
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In short the Navy was consistently improving its relative position. 
This is an excellent indicator of the increased importance attached 
to the Navy’s newly formed role, although the .Admiralty has con- 
tinued to have difficulty reconciling its ambitions v;ith the 
available funds. 



finother Carrier Flp;ht 

Mr. Sandys* successors created an environment more 
sympathotic to the Royal Navy’s plans to build modern and mobile 
conventional task forces. Hov/ever, the Admiralty must look not 
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only to the present, but also to the future. Although the early 
1960's X'lould witness fruition of many of the Sea Lords most 
important programs, they were already looking ahead to the 
seventies and eighties v/ith a viev; to taking timely steps to 
keep the Navy actively in the defense picture. It was during 
the 1959 to 1963 period that the Admiralty fought a most crucial 
political battle to insure the Fleet's future. 

In early 1959 the Board of Admiralty convened a committee 

to study the future of the Navy's carriers. At that time there 

were four fixed-wing carriers in the active fleet, one under con- 
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struction, one being modernized and two in reserve. The keels 
of every one of those ships had been laid before 19 ^ 6 . With the 
exception of H, M. S. Eagle every one of those ships had undergone 
at least one major modernization. This can perhaps add ten years 
of life to a carrier, but there is a definite limit to this pro- 
cedure. The study group concluded that the oldest, H. M. S. 
Victorious , should be replaced about 1970 - 72 , and that the re- 
maining carriers should be systematically phased out and replaced 
approximately one every tv/o years. The final recommendation was 
for five new carriers to join the Fleet by 198O. With this re- 
port on the books the Admiralty turned its attention to launch- 
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ing a campaign for nev/ carriers. 

There is little reason to dwell on the Navy's case for 
the carrier, it has already been considered at length. In the 
Sea Lords' eyes carriers are the heart of balanced task forces 
and vital to the Fleet. However, this was the first time since 
World V'/ar II that the Navy had suggested building new carriers 
from the keel up. For a variety of reasons this request \ms 
bound to excite intense opposition. Arrayed against the 
Admiralty would be two groups. 

First, there v;ere those v;ho contended that carrier 
aircraft cannot compete with land-based planes in either cost 
or effectiveness. Leading this group v;as the Air Council which 
had opposed aircraft carriers for years on these grounds. A new 
generation, unlike a modernization program, of aircraft carriers 
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would involve great expense and a number of major decisions 
Involving the nation's military posture for several years in 
the future. Inevitably so important a request would offer the 
RAF a number of opportunities to publicize its viev;s and, if 
possible, to slay this hated dragon. 

Initially the RAF had not been too disturbed by the 
A.dmiralty's turn tov/ards limited v/ar. However, the future of 
the Air Force's deterrent role was becoming more precarious. 
Although the Skybolt missile promised to extend the life of the 
manned bomber, it v;as readily apparent that this project might 
collapse. If so the RAF's importance would decline accordingly. 
Obviously the Government was concentrating more attention on 
conventional forces, and the Air Council, looking to its own 
survival, was determined to carve out as large a role as possible 
for its tactical and ground support aircraft. It v;as convinced 
that it could best insure its ovn future by restricting the Fleet 
Air Arm's capability. 

Allied vjith the land-based airmen vrould be a second group 
who oppose any single vnapons system \Arhich involves large ex- 
penditures. This group is not as well defined as the former, but 
its spokesmen can be counted on to subordinate military arguments 
to economic arguments. Leading exponents of this view include 
Treasury officials. The carrier program naturally attracted 
such opposition. The cost of each proposed ship was most im- 
pressive. In i 960 designers were estimating £50 million v/ithout 
aircraft, and with little doubt that the final cost would be 
higher. The economisers opposed laying out so much in a single 
piece of hardware that would be subject to the hazards of the 
sea and possibly be outdated by the time it was built. This 
group ^fould have to be convinced of the long-term value of the 
carrier and that the RAF had no suitable alternative. 

In typical Admiralty style the initial overtures v:ere 

lov7 pressure ones. The Sea Lords were convinced of the inherent 

strength of their case and that v/ith persistence and patience 

qa 

they v^ould win their point. The first decision of the Board was 
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to ask for four carriers, instead of the five reconnended by 
the Admiralty committee, and even this number was implicitly a 
bargainins figure. Actually the Navy’s leaders \iere primarily 
seeking approval in principle for a nev; generation of capital 
ships rather than any specific number. In early I960 the 
Admiralty submitted its plans to both the CSC and the Minister 
of Defense. Predictably the RA.? voiced its disapproval in the 
Chiefs of Staff Committee. On the other hand Mr. VJatkinson 
appeared to be impressed and indicated that he was sympathetic 
to the Navy's case. Eovrever, at this point a number of other 
Issues Intervened to delay any further positive action. 

Ever since Mr. Sandys had canceled the Navy's experi- 
mental fighter, the SR177> early in his regime, the Fleet Air Arm 
had been concerned about a successor to the Sea Vixen, the Fleet's 
all-v;eather fighter, v,'hich was due to come into service in 196 I. 

It v;as clear that both the Russians and Americans v;ere going to 
supersonic fighters and that the Sea Vixen v/ould be obsolete by 
those standards in the mid-1960*s. Even more disturbing Russia 

had distributed great numbers of it,s older models to other 
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countries such as Indonesia, Egypt , China and India. This made 
it imperative that the Admiralty correct this deficiency at the 
earliest, and the Naval staff began to agitate for a new fighter 
shortly after Natkinson’s arrival. This campaign happened to 
coincide with an RAF request for a successor to its current 
tactical support aircraft, the Hunter. The Minister of Defense 
saw an opportunity for major economies and instructed the two 
Services to investigate the possibility of developing a single 
type of aircraft that would meet their respective requirements. 

Ke further Informed the Admiralty that its carrier program might 
V7ell depend on its ability to meet this request. Essentially 
this v/as a pov;er play on the part of the Minister to bring the 
requirements of the tv;o Services together in the interests of 
economy. A number of the Navy's aircraft had been developed 
from basic RAF models, and the FAA had found this practice gen- 
erally unsatisfactory. In each instance the seagoing version 
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seemed to be inferior to its RAF counter-oart , and slow in going 
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into production. Only the Buccaneer had been developed from 
the outset as a naval aircraft. It had set a precedent v/hich 
the Admiralty wished to continue. Consequently , the Navy's 
designers were reluctant to enter a joint program with the RAP. 
Hov/ever, with the nev; carrier program in the balance, the Naval 
Staff began to study seriously the possibilities of melding 
their requirements v;ith the RAP’s. 

As this stumbling block was being erected, the Air 
Council was concurrently conjuring an ambitious future alter- 
native to carrier air power. This plan was to become knov/n as 
the "island base scheme" and represented the RAP’s major attempt 
to cut into the limited war role v;hich the Navy had carved out 
for itself. Basically it was proposed to develop a chain of 
strategically located Island air bases throughout the Southern 
hemisphere and to use them to deploy land-based air po’.^er as 
needed. Some dozen islands v/ere tentatively suggested among 
which v;ere Pitcairn, Gough, Christmas, Ascension, Gan, Scotia, 
Seychelles, Prince Edv/ard, Trista da Cunha, and a number of 
others. A.11 v;ere British, and each was selected for its stra- 
tegic value, either as a staging base or because it was in the 
vicinity of British interests. The A.ir Council argued that a 
string of such bases V70uld make it possible to exert varying 
degrees of pov;er and that in turn they V70uld facilitate the rapid 
airlift of the Army’s strategic reserve in the United Kingdom to 
any part of the v;orld. Such a chain would solve the problem of 
overflying rights and offer Britain a method for retreating 
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gracefully from its traditional colonial bases. This v;as a 
rather belated recognition by the Air Force of the Importance of 
the' limited war role and of - the fact- that defense emphasis had 
shifted from Europe to East of Suez. An important implication 
of this plan, of course, v/as that it would obviate the need for 
aircraft carriers. This suggestion v;as pressed vigorously. 
Certainly it had some appeal,' and it was considered at length by 
the Minister of Defense. 
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However, the plan had some major weaknesses, and the 
Navy took pains to stress them. In essence it was merely chang- 
ing "new bases for old" and would leave the Government with many 
of the same problems it had before. If they weren't subject to 
local political pressure, they would certainly be subject to 
political pressure from adjacent countries which would not be 
any fonder of British bases close off shore than ones on their 
own territory. Even more significant was the projected cost. 
\Vhile some of the recommended islands already had air install- 
ations on them these would need considerable work to make them 
effective bases rather than Just air stations. Others would have 
to be built from scratch. Manifestly large sums of money would 
be required. Economy was one of the main incentives for with- 
drawing from Britain's traditional bases, but the Air Council 
was now proposing to replace the old with even more costly 
installations. Lastly, each base would serve only a specific 
region, and if Britain's interests were to disappear in that 
area the Investment there would correspondingly be degraded. 

On the other hand carriers could be shifted about as required 
without losing the benefits of the capital Investment. 

This was the bitterest kind of political battle and 
fully lived up to the popular version of Inter-Servlce feuding 
v/ith both sides clandestinely lobbying frantically for their 
views. The 1962 Defense Statement reflected the Government's 
ambivalence when it stressed both air and sea mobility, but did 
not come down squarely for either the Island base scheme or air- 
craft carriers. At the same time, however, the Minister of 
Defense did allow design work (and only design work) on a new 
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carrier to go forward. Before he left office in late 1962 
Watklnson finally decided against the Air Force's proposal, 
primarily on grounds of cost. A few selected Island air bases 
were to be Improved, but nothing more. 

During this period the ability of naval task forces to 
support British policy was demonstrated convincingly. On June 
19, 1961 the sheikdom of Kuwait became fully Independent and 
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announced Its intention of Joining the United Nations. Despite 
the fact that neighboring Iraq had in the past negotiated with 
the sheikdom on the basis of sovereign equality, Premier Kassem 
within a week made a speech reviving a claim that Kuwait was part 
of Iraq and implying that he intended to annex its territory. On 
the eve of its independence Kuwait had concluded a defense agree- 
ment with Great Britain and now looked to Whitehall for protection. 
This small sheikdom furnishes some 40^ of Britain's oil and is one 
of the "interests” which Her Majesty's Government is constantly 
concerned about in the Middle East. Iraq's warning was followed 
by some warlike preparations. On June 29 the Chiefs of Staff 
alerted British forces in the Indian Ocean, and on June 30 the 
Ruler of Kuwait formally requested military assistance. ^ 

H. M. S. Bulwark, with No. 42 Commando embarked, was at Karachi, 
Pakistan enroute to the Persian Gulf. She sailed immediately 
for Kuwait and put her troops ashore on July 1 in order to secure 
the local airfield. The next day No. 45 Commando was airlifted 
from Aden and two squadrons of Hunters arrived to furnish ground 
support. The Amphibious Warfare Squadron based at Bahrein was 
soon on the scene with a squadron of tanks in LST's along with 
artillery. H. M. S. Vlctorl ous and four escorts were off 

Hongkong and steamed steadily at twenty-two knots to arrive off 
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Kuwait on July 7. She had the only sophisticated radar on 

the scene and Immediately assumed control of both naval and land- 
based aircraft. The British could not be assured of local air 
superiority until she arrived. She was soon Joined by H. M. S. 
Centaur and her escorts. 

The airlift which was set In motion on June 29 was 
delayed by Turkey's refusal to grant overflying rights. This was 
subsequently lifted and by July 6 there was a parachute battalion 
from the United Kingdom on the scene. The build up continued for 
nine days until over 5 >700 men were in Kuwait from the United 
Kingdom, Cyprus, Kenya, and Aden. This force was ashore for 
over three weeks and was supported the whole time by an assortment 
of naval landing craft, frigates, carriers, helicopters and planes. 
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"Fueling, feeding and storing this force amounting to 3»500 
sailors was the Job of the underway replenishment ships, the 
R F A * s Tldereach . Reliant and Resurgent . who had to provide 
over 600 tons of fuel, stores and provisions for each day of 
the operation. This was a remarkable demonstration of 
mobility and the Navy received Its share of the credit both In 
public and behind the closed doors of Whitehall. A Dally Express 
leader expressed the general feeling: "if anybody thinks that 

the day of navies Is over, Kuwait should make him change his 
opinion. For this police operation has been launched mainly by 
means of sea llft."^^^ 

With Kuwait In the background the Navy’s leaders were 
optimistic In 1962 when the Island-base proposal was finally 
rejected by the Minister of Defense. It was well known that the 
Navy’s case would be closely examined probably at the Defense 
Committee level and that there would be some dissident voices. 

But the Admiralty was confident that It would receive authorization 
to commence building carriers. Before Mr. Watklnson decided the 
Issue, a surprise shakeup In the Cabinet brought Mr. Peter 
Thomeycroft to the Ministry of Defense In mld-1 962. This 
presented the Navy with a completely new political situation. 

There was now some urgency. Over two years had slipped 

past since the carrier campaign had commenced, and the Admiralty 

had very little to show for Its effort except approval to proceed 

v;lth preliminary design work. In the Sandys tradition the new 

Minister of Defense made It clear that he questioned the wisdom 

of Investing In carriers. The Royal Air Force took heart and 

renewed the attack. The Air Council even revived the Island-base 

scheme. However, Thomeycroft did not act rashly. He appointed 

a civilian committee of scientists and other experts to make a 

study and report on the future role of the Navy with emphasis on 

the need for carriers. This was known as the Llndrew Committee 

and there were no military officers on It, The Board of Admiralty 

was genuinely perturbed by this omission, though Its objections 
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had little effect. ' The Board had to stand aside while this 
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5roup of civilian experts examined the Royal Navy's mission and 
made recommendations concerning its future. 

The committee's report was never made public, but much 
to Thorneycroft ' s surprise and the Navy's pleasure it came down 
solidly for the aircraft carrier, A naive observer might con- 
clude that this was the end of the fight. In actual fact it was 
merely the first salvo. Having passed that hurdle the Navy was 
now allowed to pursue its case for the carrier a step further. 
Again the RAF and the Navy Joined battle. The Chief of Air Staff 
had consistently refused as a member of the CSC to sanction the 
requirement for a new carrier, and the Navy was forced to carry 
its case directly to the Ministry of Defense without CSC support, 
Thorneycroft requested the Navy's views, and the Admiralty com- 
plied with a staff paper reviewing the whole spectrum of the 
Navy's requirements and Illustrating how naval air power meshed 
into this picture. 

In regard to the carrier, the standard arguments stressing 
mobility, lack of foreign bases, international political problems, 
and inability to obtain overflying rights were resurrected. How- 
ever, a new wrinkle was Inserted, The major emphasis was laid 
on the need for modern equipment. In the 1960's even some small 
Powers were accumulating sophisticated missiles, aircraft and 
submarines. Both the United States and Russia have gone to great 
lengths to assist their allies in this regard. This is particu- 
larly crucial in Southeast Asia where China, India, Pakistan and 
Indonesia all have some relatively modern ships, submarines and 
planes. For example, Indonesia has acquired some light Russian 

patrol boats which mount a surface-to-surface missile with a 
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fifteen to twenty mile range. Such a weapon can be a serious 

menace to navai and merchant ships, and the Admiralty was con- 
tending that it must be prepared to meet such threats in kind. 

In the Admiralty's opinion there were two choices open to the 
Navy if it was to be prepared to operate offensively against such 
forces. It could develop a variety of sophisticated guided 
missile ships or rely on carrier aircraft. In Britain's case 
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the lack of funds precluded pursuing both courses, and the 
Admiralty argued that carrier aircraft could be usea for more 
purposes and offered the best return for the Investment. In 
essence the Navy's leaders were asking for a modem general- 
purpose Fleet that could meet and overcome any opposition. 

Thorneycroft was manifestly Impressed with the Navy's 
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case and Indicated that he was Inclining toward Its position. 
However, there was still some pending business. He had to dis- 
pose of the Air Force's Island-base scheme and, after requesting 
cost estimates, again vetoed It Just as his predecessor had done. 
V/lth this out of the way he turned to the question of a common 
aircraft. Thorneycroft had Just come from the Ministry of 
Aviation where he had concurred with Watklnson that the two 
Services should meld their requirements for the next generation 
of fighters. He now Intended to pursue this project and asked 
the Navy to make a real effort to match Its specifications with 
the RAF's. 

This was asking a good deal. The Air Council was seeking 
a supersonic ground support aircraft with a vertical take off 
capability. This project was called the P1 15^, and the Initial 
research had showed considerable promise. Unfortunately, the 
Navy wanted an Interceptor aircraft which could patrol over the 
Fleet for extended periods and seek out Intruding bombers and 
fighters. This required more fuel capacity and a great deal more 
electronics, than were designed Into the P1 154. In order to 
operate the radar and Intercept equipment the Naval Staff felt 
that Its plane must have a two man crew and for reasons of 
safety had specified two engines. If the P1 1 54 was altered to 
Include all these features. It would become a great deal heavier 
with a corresponding loss of speed^^*^ which was unacceptable to 
both the RAF and Navy, One alternative which the FAA found accept- 
able was to gain weight by eliminating the vertical take off 
feature of the P1 154, This was the one feature which the RAF 
could not give up. In essence the politicians were asking the 
two Services to match Irreconcilable military requirements for 
economic reasons. 
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It had been obvious to the Navy for some time that there 
was little likelihood of reaching agreement with the RAF. As 
early as 1961 the Fleet Air Arm had begun to look for other 
alternatives and had become interested in the U. S. Navy's new 
interceptor, the Phantom II. It was a mach-two fighter-strike 
aircraft which the U. S. Navy was developing for carrier use and 
promised to match 6iny fighter in the world. It appeared to be 
the ideal solution to the Fleet Air Arm's problem, if it could 
be adapted to the Royal Navy's carriers. The Naval Staff pro- 
ceeded to investigate these problems and to make some preliminary 
soundings as to the availability of this aircraft.^ However, 
when Thomeycroft indicated that he was preparing to take the 
carrier question to the Defense Committee the Admiralty relaxed 
its opposition to the P1 15^ and renewed its efforts to reach 
agreement with the RAF. It was determined to do everything in 
its power to improve the prospects of obtaining approval for new 
carriers. 

In the spring of 1963 the Minister of Defense informed 
the Admiralty that he was prepared to back the carrier replacement 
program, but that he was convinced he could never get the Defense 
Committee to authorize four. It was well known that there was 
considerable opposition in this body. The Treasury had indicated 
that such a large commitment would be opposed. Sandy s who was 
then the Commonwealth Relations and Colonial Secretary also had 
a voice on the Defense Committee, and the Navy anticipated his 
opposition. The Air Minister too would be sitting, and was ex- 
pected to resist the Navy's projected program with all the argu- 
ments at his command. Considering the circumstances, the Board 
of Admiralty reluctantly scaled down its request to two. 

Before forcing the issue formally, the Defense Minister's 
office entered into discussions with the Treasury in order to lay 
the groundwork. Opposition in the Treasury Minister's office was 
deeply rooted. On one hand, the Admiralty was quoting £60 million 
for a new carrier; on the other hand, the Treasury was insisting 
that with aircraft and associated equipment one carrier would 
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cost over £100 million. The Treasury was reluctant to approve 
hardware involving such large sums, which would commit the 
defense establishment for the next twenty to thirty years. It 
was a well known fact that the Royal Air Force was furnishing 
anti-carrier material to the Treasury and to others. After a 
series of heated exchanges the Minister of Defense reported to 
the Board of Admiralty that the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
would agree to one new carrier and two modernizations in the 
late 'sixties in order to give the Navy a modem three carrier 
Fleet in the 1970's. He further indicated that this was the 
best political compromise the Navy could hope for at that time. 

This was a severe set back for the Admiralty, and there 
was sentiment among the Sea Lords to reject this offer and to 
press the fight for two. After extended discussions, however, 
the Board conceded. The Navy's leaders concluded that the prime 
objective was approval for at least one new carrier. This would 
tie the Government to the Navy's mobile task force concept and 
justify a new generation of aircraft. Their Lordships were con- 
fident that the nation's foreign policy would continue to focus 
East of Suez and Africa, and that time was on their side. As 
Britain's overseas bases continued to disappear the requirement 
for a strong Fleet would expand and in turn the need for more 
than three carriers would become evident. Thus the immediate 
objective was to get approval for at least one new carrier and 
to commit the Government on a long-term basis to the Navy's 
limited war doctrine. Both the First Lord and the First Sea Lord 

were convinced that approval for one would be the wedge opening 
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the door to a new generation of carriers. This view prevailed 

and the Board of Admiralty threw its might behind Thoraeycroft ' s 

efforts to lay the groundwork with his political colleagues. In 

the Defense Committee the Royal Air Force pressed a vigorous 

dissent, but it fell on deaf ears. By this time both the 

Chancellor of the Exchequer and, even more important, the Prime 
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Minister had been converted, After normal argument and delay 
Thomeycroft was authorized to announce approval of the Navy's 
plans for a new carrier to join the Fleet in the early 'seventies. 
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The Minister of Defense Informed the House of Commons 

on July 30, This was a critical victory for the Navy 

and its most crucial battle since 1957 when Sandys threatened 

the carriers with extinction. It firmly reestablished the Navy 

In Britain's future defense plans and offered the Admiralty the 

vote of confidence which It had been seeking. Undoubtedly this 

was a compromise which fell far short of the Board's desires. 

On the other hand, there was general confidence that one new 

carrier would in the end mean a new class of carriers. This 

was not the first time the Board of Admiralty had compromised 

with the express intention of continuing to press for its 

original program, a technique that had proved very successful 

over the years. This view was verbalized by the First Lord in 

the House of Lords on July 31 when he stated that this decision 
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was only a first step toward an eventual class of carriers. 

Such a step is always open to review and to political sniping 
from opponents. Both the Treasury and the Royal Air Force have 
continued to harass the carrier's progress. But the sounds of 
forensic battle have receded, and the Admiralty now considers 
the Royal Navy's role assured for another decade. 

At the same time the Minister of Defense announced 
approval for a new carrier, he declared that "the Royal Navy and 
the Royal Air Force had agreed on the characteristics of a 
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common aircraft to replace the Sea Vixen and the Hunter. " 

The main objective here was apparently to make the carrier 
decision politically more palatable, but it was somewhat of an 
exaggeration. The two Services were intensively studying the 
problem and were making a sincere attempt to reach agreement. 
However, their respective positions were some distance apart and 
in fact were never reconciled. The Fleet Air Arm went so far as 
to agree to a single engine, a single seat, and the reduction of 
some electronic equipment, but weight was still too critical. 

If the plane was to be a supersonic interceptor it could not 
include the vertical take off and landing feature and still meet 
the Fleet's needs. The Navy did not require this because carrier 
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catapults and arresting gear make It unnecessary at sea. Once 
the two Services had reached a final impasse, Thorneycroft was 
again brought in for a decision, and he found the Navy's arguments 
persuasive. After a careful review, the pressure for a common 
aircraft was relaxed, and the Naval Staff was authorized to 
negotiate for the purchase of American Phantom II' s. 

The military arguments for this purchase were over- 
whelming, Once the decision to extend the life of the carrier 
was made there was an Irrefutable need for a more modem inter- 
ceptor. The Phantom II promised the British Navy its first truly 
up-to-date plane since the I930's and would give it a capability 
of competing with any aircraft in the world. It has never been 
able to make that claim. By 1963 this aircraft was in service 
and could be available in two to three years rather than waiting 
for the long development period which would confront a solely 
British experimental project. The U. S. Navy was willing to 

make it financially attractive "by offering it at practically 
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cost and Including no development expenses." 

Such a foreign purchase always meets opposition. The 
aircraft industry objects to the Government going abroad. Purchase 
of American products endanger Britain's precarious exchange posi- 
tion. In addition, there is always a vocal group which deplores 
British dependence on America. This has never bothered the Royal 
Navy which has consistently argued for closer cooperation with 
the U. S. military establishment. In order to ease Thorneycroft ' s 
problem the Navy's Phantoms were to have Rolls Royce engines which 
would partially mollify British Industry (and also increase per- 
formance). 

When the purchase of American Phantoms was announced on 
February 26, 1964 it brought the expected storm of protest. How- 
ever, there was general agreement that due to the small number 
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which the Navy required it was on the whole a wise decision. 

Prom a military perspective this decision cannot be faulted, and 
the Minister of Defense deserves praise for his political courage. 
There is always strong pressure in Britain for economies and in 
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turn for bringins the requirements of the RAF and Navy closer 
together. This is a laudable objective, but in the case of the 
PI 15 ^ it was sheer nonsense, since the two Services were trying 
to satisfy totally different requirements. Thomeycroft proved 
to be amenable to rational argument, and it is to his credit 
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that he refused to yield to ill informed political pressure. 

These two decisions confirmed the Government's confidence 
in the mission which naval task forces are presently performing 
and insured the Navy's place in future British defense planning. 
Just as important they promise to correct the most glaring mili- 
tary deficiencies in the seaborne forces and to improve materi- 
ally the Fleet's ability to carry out its assigned functions. 

It is difficult to overestimate the Importance of these two 
political battles for they committed the country to a partial 
maritime strategy for at least two decades and probably longer. 

The Balanced Fleet 



At the same time as the Sea Lords were fighting 
desperately for a new generation of carriers they were making 
steady progress toward the modern general purpose Fleet which 
they desired. While the carrier dispute monopolized the debating 
forum, the Admiralty's other plans excited little comment or 
effective opposition. The Navy's leaders had a relatively free 
hand as long as they remained within the general financial para- 
meters Imposed by the Government. As a consequence the programs 
initiated under Mr. Sandys were brought to fruition and in many 
cases expanded. Altogether, the 1959-63 period witnessed a sub- 
stantial strengthening of the Fleet in both quality and 
versatility, if not quantity. 

The most remarkable and vigorous steps were taken in the 
area of amphibious lift. The first commando carrier, H. M. S. 
Bulwark . Joined the seagoing forces in 1959» It was an Immediate 
success and demonstrated its value at Kuwait, In i960 a decision 
was made to convert H. M. S. Albion to a commando carrier. This 
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vessel Included a number of improvements over Bulwark and was 

commissioned In 1962. These ships have materially Increased 

the Fleet's offensive capabilities and at least one of these 
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carriers Is constantly deployed East of Suez. 

The assault ship, H. M. S. Fearless, was contracted for 
In 1 960 and a year later the Admiralty obtained approval for a 
sister ship, H. M. S. Intrepid. Both of these ships were 
scheduled to be operational and In the Fleet by I966, The 
Amphibious Warfare Squadron will eventually be replaced by these 
two 12,000 ton LSA's. Needless to say they will materially en- 
hance the Fleet's ability to move troops and heavy equipment 
rapidly. 

In 1963 the Admiralty commenced drawing up plans for 
converting Its three cruisers to a new form of support ship. 

They would be modified to carry approximately 450 troops and a 
few helicopters for landing them. In addition they would fur- 
nish the task group with heavy gunfire support In the event an 
opposed landing was to be made. This Is a typical example of 
how a navy short of funds can make Its existing ships go further 
by performing a variety of duties. This project had not received 

the final "go ahead" by the end of 1963* hut there was every 
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prospect It would be approved shortly. 

These steps were complemented by one other Interesting 
development. The Army has always maintained a number of ships 
under Its own control for carrying and supplying Its troops 
overseas. In the late 1950's It was considering taking steps to 
modernize this capability. The Joint Warfare Headquarters 
(successor to the Amphibious Warfare Headquarters) which was 
pushing enthusiastically for more amphibious lift recommended 
that any new vessels the Army bought or built be configured not 
only as regular transports, but also as amphibious vessels, much 
like the older LST's but more up-to-date. Studies were Initiated 
to Investigate the feasibility of such a class, and In August i960 
the Chiefs of Staff authorized the building of a now logistic 
ship. Sir Lancelot , for the Ministry of Transport. It was 
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desisned primarily as a transport for troops and heavy equipment. 
However, it was also configured as an amphibious assault craft 
and can land some 350 troops and their equipment directly on to 
a beach. Just as important, this ship can make seventeen knots 
which is a vast Improvement over older types of amphibious vessels. 

A total of six of these craft were eventually ordered, and Sir 
Lancelot was completed in January 1964. A few of these ships are 
Intended to be deployed in the same area as the Navy's Amphibious 
Warfare Squadron in order to furnish support on short notice. 

By 1966 the Admiralty plans to have a constantly ready 
amphibious force East of Suez capable of putting approximately 
two battalions, their tanks and artillery ashore. "With any 
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warning time this capability could be expanded to brigade size." 

If further troops were needed the RAP's airlift and the United 
Kingdom's strategic reserve would be utilized to follow up the 
Initial landing. Thus, by 1963 , the Admiralty was making con- 
siderable strides in improving the Fleet's ability to respond to 
crises which required British troops. 

It was during this era that the Sea Lords began to deal 
seriously with the problem of afloat support. From 1959 to 1963 
seven maintenance and support ships were modernized and four new 
high speed tankers were built. Concurrently plans were put in 
hand for constructing a new helicopter support ship, two fleet 
replenishment ships and three tankers all equipped with hell- 
copters to improve their capabilities. It was the Admiralty s 

expressed Intention to renew progressively all the ships which 
furnish stores, supplies, fuel and ammunition directly to the war-. 
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ships operating at sea, and by I 963 this program was well advanced. 

As an indication of the Fleet's new mobility over half the fuel 
used by the Royal Navy ships is now supplied at sea as opposed to 
in 1949*^^'^ Kuwait was an excellent example of the Fleet's 
new self-sufficiency. Some six hundred tons a day were supplied 
to the task force in the Persian Gulf, Supporting the fast re- 
plenishment ships are a train of depot and forward base repair 
ships. Due to the lack of funds the Admiralty has been forced 
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to rely primarily on modernizations to keep these ships updated. 
Nevertheless by 1963 the Fleet had more maintenance ships avail- 
able than at any time since 19^5» There is little question that 

the Fleet was developing a remarkable capability to shed Its 
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traditional shore base support. The new Royal Navy Is truly 

a "long legged'* one. 

The Fleet's combat strength had likewise materially 

improved in quality if not in quantity. In 1963 there were four 

guided missile destroyers in the active forces and two more 
1 29 

building. In addition there were some seventy-one smaller 

escorts in service that year and forty-nine of them had been 
built since World War II. They represented some of the most 
advanced ASW ships in the world. Of the remaining twenty-two all 
but two had been extensively modernized. At the same time there 
were nine frigates on the stocks. Over half the Fleet's forty 
submarines were less than ten years old, and there was one nuclear 
attack submarine at sea. The nuclear submarine program will be 
discussed at length in the next chapter. 

By 1963 the Fleet's offensive potential was considerably 
Improved. The Scimitar Joined the seagoing forces in 1959. She 
was configured primarily as a fighter-strike aircraft with a 
capability for carrying conventional and small atomic bombs. 

Shortly after that the Sea Vixen took over as the first-line all- 
weather fighter and gave the Fleet an air-to-air missile capa- 
bility. This aircraft likewise could carry small fission weapons. 
In 1963 the long awaited supersonic Buccaneer went into service 
furnishing the Fleet Air Arm a sophisticated low level attack 
capability and a genuine atomic capability. It is important to 
note, however, that by this time it had been decided to configure 
the Buccaneer for a suit of conventional bombs and rockets. This 
did not eliminate its capability for carrying nuclear weapons, 
but substantially improved its ability to contribute to the Fleet's 
conventional role. In I960 tactical atomic weapons were distri- 
buted to the active carriers, fulfilling an ambition the 
Admiralty had nourished since the early 1950' s. Ironically 
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enough, by that time it was very unlikely that the Fleet Air Arm 
would ever use this enhanced capability. In addition the Royal 
Navy had contracted to buy the U. S. Navy's standoff bomb, 

Bullpup. This would make it possible for the Buccaneer to 
launch its bombs some distance from the target and substantially 
enhanced its effectiveness as a strike aircraft. This one move 
corrected one of the most glaring deficiencies in the FAA*s 
Inventory. 

Despite these improvements, unquestionably the biggest 
weakness in the Fleet's array of weapons was in the Fleet Air 
Arm. Scimitar, Sea Vixen and, of course, Buccaneer all repre- 
sented a respectable capability for attacking tactical targets, 
both at sea and ashore, and supporting troops. However, in any 
military situation where conventional weapons are to be employed 
the crucial item is control of the air, and this rests solely on 
fighters. Once a commander can either control the air completely 
or furnish adequate protection for his attack aircraft he can then 
draw on the full potential of air power. By the mid-1960*s both 
Scimitar and Sea Vixen would be obsolete by the most advanced 
criteria. This weakness has plagued the Royal Navy off and on 
since World War II. Once the Fleet Air Arm obtains the American 
Phantom this deficiency will be corrected. However, until this 
aircraft joins the Fleet it must operate under an umbrella of 
obsolete fighters. Needless to say this depreciates its general 
effectiveness and would detract from its ability to support the 
U. S. Navy in any sort of altercation with the U.S.S.R. 

All these steps were the fruition of many years of planning 
and each was part of the overall scheme to create the balanced task 
forces which were first mentioned in the 1955 Navy Estimates. They 
testify to the Navy's considerable progress despite the financial 
burdens imposed on the Admiralty, and to the serious efforts being 
made to fulfill the new role delinlated for the Fleet. The 
following is a tabulation of the combat forces available to the 
Admiralty in 1963J^^^ 



Type 


Active 

Fleet 


Trials and Reserve or 

Training undergoing 

Ships long refit 

modernization, 

conversion, 

etc. 


Aircraft Carriers 


4 


- 


1 


Commando Ships 


2 


- 


- 


Cruisers 


2 


- 


4 


Guided Missile Destroyers 


4 


- 


- 


Other Destroyers 


13 


1 


22 


Frigates 


37 


16 


24 


Submarine s 


36 


2 


1 1 


Nuclear Submarines 


1 


- 


- 


Minesweepers 


37 


24 


108 


Landing Vessels 


7 


6 


6 


The 1962 Explanatory 


Statement 


accompanying 


the Navy 



Estimates dramatically portrayed the tactical roles which the 



Admiralty envisioned for the various elements of the Fleet: 

The commando ships and assault ships put ashore the 
spearhead of the land forces with their g^ns, tanks and 
vehicles. The aircraft carriers provide reconnaissance 
and tactical strike ahead of the landing; air defense 
for the seaborne force; and close support for the troops 
ashore - especially when this cannot be done, either 
adequately or at all, by land-based aircraft. Cruisers 
and escorts reinforce the air and anti-submarine cover, 
direct our aircraft and give warning of the enemy’s, and 
use their guns for bombardment If required. Submarines 
provide additional protection against hostile submarines 
and carry out reconnaissance and minelaying. The mine- 
sweepers clear a way to the land. The Royal Fleet 
Auxiliary tankers and store ships keep the whole of the 
seaborne force supplied. 132 

Perhaps this statement slightly exaggerated the cap- 
abilities of the 1962 Fleet, it did accurately describe the forces 
which the Admiralty was fashioning. In turn there was little 
question that vigorous efforts were being made to correct the 
material deficiencies which remained. It is difficult not to be 
Impressed with the material strides which the Admiralty has made 
since 1957 in the face of rather adverse economic circumstances. 
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There Is little question that the Fleet had been moulded Into a 
compact and versatile limited war force with an Impressive cap- 
ability for projecting military power rapidly and effectively to 
a local trouble spot. Although the Navy's attention Is now 
centered on limited war, Its ships are still well suited to 
work with those of the Allies and of supporting NATO within the 
limit of Its numbers. Although they could contribute only 
marginally to a strategic nuclear effort, Britain's general 
purpose task forces would be a welcome addition to any conven- 
tional naval effort which SACLANT might be required to muster. 

By 1963 It was clearly manifest that the Royal Navy would be 
a major pillar supporting British policy as long as there was 
a requirement for conventional weapons and limited war forces. 

It should be emphasized that the foregoing account Is no 
more than an overview of the Navy's technical capabilities and 
problems. The major focus of this study Is on naval policy, and 
It Is not possible to treat In any depth the Fleet's material 
condition. There has been some controversy over the efficiency 
of the Royal Navy's research, management procedures, and equip- 
ment choices. However, this Is true of every military organ- 
ization. The choices and methods of the U. S. Navy are constantly 
being diagnosed and criticized by a variety of commentators often 
with considerable justification. The Royal Navy Is continuously 
undergoing the same type of examination, and the professional 
officer can no doubt find a number of areas for criticism of or 
at least disagreement with the Admiralty's judgments regarding 
specific Items of equipment. That Is a separate subject and the 
great bulk of the literature concerning the post-war Royal Navy 
deals with just this class of problems. However, Irrespective 
of such complaints there is a general professional consensus that 
the quality of the Royal Navy's ships and equipment Is high, well 
suited to its limited war mission, and Improving steadily. In 
other words, within the financial limits Imposed upon It and with- 
in the confines of Britain's Industrial base the Admiralty has 
made considerable progress in creating seagoing forces which can 
fulfill the role the Royal Navy has assumed. 
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In the final analysis, the prime military weakness of 

the Royal Navy lies not in the quality of its ships, planes and 

weapons but in its size. Often professional naval officers and 

lay strategists compare the Fleet with that of former years and 

denounce its reduced numbers. They claim that even in its new 

limited war role the Fleet is dangerously small and that there 

1 34 

is a drastic need for more funds and ships. Certainly these 

complaints have some merit. There is a definite limit to the 
power which the modern Royal Navy can exert. By 1963 the 
Admiralty could deploy a maximum of five fixed wing carriers 
in an emergency, and it is unlikely that all five would be avail- 
able simultaneously - three is a more realistic number. Its 
amphibious capability from a readiness standpoint is restricted 
in size. There is, of course, no guarantee that the Navy's task 
forces will be in the right place at the right time, and the 
distances East of Suez can be formidable. Crises in two locations 
at once might be beyond the Fleet's capacity. Obviously in 
policing the area from Capetown to Singapore size might easily 
be the controlling factor. 

However, a reasonable appraisal of the British Fleet must 
take into account the whole picture of national interests. There 
is no virtue in power or size for their own sake. They must be 
related to tangible goals and enemies. This study has noted that 
throughout the period 1945-63 Britain has been faced with adverse 
economic conditions. In fact the Admiralty’s turn to a limited 
war role was largely dictated by the lack of funds. Considering 
this it is not realistic to argue for a vast Fleet which can 
cover any number of contingencies. The Admiralty must concen- 
trate on forces which will give the most return for the money 
and plan to utilize its ships to the limit - Just as it has been 
doing for the last decade. There is some risk in operating on 
the margin, but this is a fact of life in post-war Britain and 
one that shows little prospect of changing. In this regard it 
is instructive to note that since the Navy has turned its atten- 
tion to a limited war role it has met the few tests put to it 
commendably . 
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Moreover, It Is essential to keep in mind the type of 
challenge which the Navy is attempting to meet East of Suez. It 
is acting as a police force to put troops and planes on the 
scene before a local brush fire can spread. Britain’s naval task 
forces are fully capable of dealing with any naval or air opposi- 
tion which might be mustered in this area, unless Russia or the 
United States were to take a hand. In the same vein the Fleet's 
mobility and modern equipment give its amphibious troops a 
greater capability than their numbers suggest. If the threat 
is more than a brush fire, the Navy must work in conjunction 
with the Army and RAF, and its plans are drawn up on that basis. 
Similarly, in the event of a genuine crisis which threatened 
world peace there is every reason to believe that Britain 
could count on the United States for assistance. 

All factors considered, the Admiralty's plans for 
keeping two carrier task forces East of Suez at all times and 
for developing a ready amphibious lift for at least a brigade do 
not appear too out of line with its declared role. This is not 
to say that the Royal Navy could not use more ships and planes; 
it could very well. Every Increase in size would ease its task 
and make it more formidable. However, this would require 
additional appropriations which experience suggests is most 
unlikely. In essence the Admiralty's present objectives admit 
the real world and promise to give the nation a hearty return 
on its investment. More disturbing than the Fleet's present 
capabilities are the prospects for the future. There is some 
question as to whether the Admiralty can maintain the Fleet at 
its present strength in the coming years, however, this problem 
will be deferred to a later chapter. 

The last three chapters have dealt with the "mainstream 
of naval thinking"^ and traced the evolution of the Navy's role 
in the overall military picture. However, simultaneously with 
these events a number of political and technical pressures out- 
side the mainstream were building up. These, in 1962, thrust 
the responsibility for delivering the nation's deterrent on to 
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the Royal Navy's shoulders. Needless to say this would further 
enhance the Navy's status and place It in a central position in 
the defense heirarchy. It is now time to examine this develop- 
ment in further detail. 
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tation with, the Royal Navy." Hampshire Telegraph . October 3» 
1962. He admitted that the committee ' s primary purpose was 

to advise him on a new generation of carriers and the 
advisability of building more nuclear submarines. 
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108. These are "Komar" class torpedo boats sold to the 
Indonesians by the U.S.S.R. 

109 . Interview. In this resard see "The Super V^arshlps," 

Dally Express , February 11, 1963* 

110. Surprisingly the writer found tens of articles written on 
the Government's fight to get the RAF and RN to concur on 
a common aircraft. The vast bulk of them spoke as If only 
short sighted vested interests prevented an agreement, but 
not a one discussed the technical problems Involved. From 
the military standpoint there were pressing reasons pre- 
cluding a joint aircraft, but no journalist chose to 
articulate them. 

111. This rests solely on private Information. The object here 
was to study the Phantom without tipping the Admiralty's 
hand. NATO operations were scheduled with U. S. carriers, 
and aircraft were exchanged under the guise of improving 
each Fleet's ability to operate with the other. However, 
the main purpose was to get a Phantom on board a British 
carrier In order to test its compatibility with British 
equipment. 

112. This statement rests on the confirmation of a number of 
interviews. 

11 3* In the final showdovm even Sandys supported the carrier. 

One respondent attributed this to Sandys' Interest in Malaya. 
As the Colonial Secretary he v;as In the process of negoti- 
ating the formation of the Federation of Malaysia and was 
Interested In Britain being able to support its policies in 
that area. 

1 14. 682 H. C. Deb. 237« 

115 . 252 H. L. Deb. 1060-62. 

116 . The new carrier has just recently been reviewed by the new 
Labor Government and approved. This was a substantial boost 
to naval spirits. One very high placed respondent expressed 
confidence that the V/ilson Government would soon approve at 
least two more new carriers. 

117 . 682 H. C. Deb. 237. 

118 . Interview. The financial details of this exchange have never 
been released. 
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119. The number to be bought v/as never actually released. During 
the parliamentary discussion of the exchange the number fifty 
was suggested as approximately the correct figure. As long 
as no more than fifty were to be bought there seemed to be 
little protest. Then the persevering Mr. Chapman Plncher of 
the Dally Express reported the number as 140, December 14, 

1964. This figure resurrected some opposition, but by then 
the deal seemed to be firm and besides the Government refused 
to confirm this number. 

120. This decision has likewise been reviewed by the current Labor 
Government and approved. In fact It has gone even further. 

It now looks as If the Government will buy Phantoms for the 
RAF as well. The Admiralty has always feared this possi- 
bility. The naval aviators are convinced that the RAF v/ould 
then get first call, and this would delay delivery to the 
Fleet of Its Phantoms. It will be Interesting to see If that 
Is actually the case. 

121. Subsequently It has been decided to keep at all times two 
fixed wing carriers and one commando carrier or two commando 
carriers and one fixed wing carrier constantly East of Suez. 

The Times , March 30, 1964. 

122. This scheme has subsequently been approved. 690 H. C. Deb. 935. 

123« This vessel and Its sister ships will be operated by the 
Ministry of Transport for the benefit of the Army. For a 
detailed discussion of these ships see D. Maciver Robinson, 

"The Logistic Ship Lancelot,” Brassey's Annual 1964 (New York; 
Macmillan, 1964), pp. 165-71. 

124. Interview. Also see Sampson, Brassey*s 1964 , 164, 

125. Cmd. 1170, "statement on Defense 1964," February 1964, p. 14. 

126 . In this regard see remarks of Lord Mountbatten reported In 
The Times . December 7» 1962. 

127. Naval Review . January 1963, p. 83 . 

128. For detailed discussion of progress with afloat support see 
Cmd. 1629, pp. 19-20. 

129 . Tv^o more were ordered In 1964. 

130 . Dally Express . December 2, I960. 

131 . Cmd. 2270 , "statement on Defense 1964," February 1964, 

pp. 25 - 26 . • 
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Cmd. 1629 , p. 3 
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133* For example the Admiralty has often been criticized for not 
developing surface-to-surface missiles, nuclear depth 
charges, and less sophisticated aircraft carriers. Similarly, 
It is often charged with not getting value for Its money. 

The Seaslug missile Is cited In this regard. See Divine, 
214-17* He also attacks the other two Services. In this 
writer's opinion his complaints are neither documented or 
well reasoned. For a general and bitter protest against 
the amount of money being spent, presumably Inefficiently, 
see Fletcher, £60 a Second . 

134 . Some critics, of course, still complain about the Inability 
of the Navy to meet the Russian submarine threat, to con- 
tribute to NATO, and to protect Britain's sea communications. 
While they talk about the size of the Fleet they are 
essentially quarreling with the role which has been carved 
out for It* 

135« This term was used by a number of respondents In referring 
to the Royal Navy's surface forces and its limited war 
rationale. 
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ATOMS TO POLARIS 

At the much publicized Nassau Conference, in December 
1962, Great Britain acceded to the United States* request to 
cancel the Skybolt missile and in turn extracted a promise from 
President Kennedy to furnish Britain with Polaris missiles. As 
noted in the previous chapters the Admiralty had shown very 
little active interest in the deterrent. The Navy's leaders 
had studiously followed the U. S. Navy's experience with Polaris, 
but they never considered it an appropriate weapon system for the 
Royal Navy. However, the ways of politics have little respect 
for Admirals, and the Nassau Conference rudely thrust the Royal 
Navy into the deterrent business - against the better Judgment 
of many Navy leaders. Today the Admiralty is proceeding at full 
steam on an extensive Polaris project. It plans to have the first 
ballistic missile submarine at sea sometime in I968. This chapter 
will sketch the development of nuclear power in the Royal Navy and 
the marrying of this propulsion plant to the Polaris missile. 

These events, it should be remembered, were occuring simultaneously 
with those which have been previously discussed. They are treated 
separately here for two reasons. First, until very recently both 
nuclear power and Polaris have been outside the mainstream of 
British post-war naval thinking. Until about 1962 , nuclear pro- 
pulsion was still in the experimental stage in the Royal Navy. 
Moreover, the Board of Admiralty had deliberately steered away 
from participating in the deterrent. Secondly, treating nuclear 
problems separately facilitates analysis and allows the reader 
to place these important developments in better perspective. 
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Nuclear Propulsion ^ 

Despite the Royal Navy’s late entry into the nuclear 
field it has had a long standing interest in the maritime poten- 
tialities of reactors. As early as 19^5 a paper was submitted to 
the Board of Admiralty discussing atomic propulsion for ships. 

In January 1946 the Navy assigned a scientist to the Atomic 
Energy Authority's installation at Harwell where all reactor 
research was to be conducted. In 1948 two engineering officers 
were also assigned to work with the scientist. Their basic 
mission was to study the problems associated with nuclear power 
production and to determine the feasibility of applying this 
form of power to ships. By 1950 this group had actually made 
some sketchy design studies of various systems. These were very 
tenuous, but nevertheless encouraged the Admiralty. In June 1950 
the Ship Design Policy Committee formed a sub-committee to carry 
out further studies. 

This committee was successful in extracting an admission 
from the Defense Research Policy Committee that a nuclear sub- 
marine was an important project, but nothing more. The Navy was 
unable to get its staff enlarged at Hairwell, but by 1951 it had 
managed through the DRPC to get a small sum from the Treasury for 
research. A design study was then made as to the feasibility of 
adapting a gas-cooled graphite-moderated low-enrichment reactor 
to a submarine. This was the type of reactor which had first 
been developed at Harwell by the Atomic Energy Agency, and it 
offered several advantages.^ It had already demonstrated an 
ability to produce power. Practically all of the AEA’s research 
efforts had been put into this type of reactor, and the results 
of this work were available to the Navy. More important it used 
low-enriched uranium as fuel which was more available at the time 
as well as cheaper. The study unfortunately showed that such a 
plant would require a huge submarine, of over 4,000 tons. This 

presented formidable technical problems. The main objection was 

A 

the weight and size of the plant. A shipboard installation 
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would have to be much smaller and more tightly constructed than 
was possible with a gas-cooled graphite-moderated plant. It was 
soon obvious to the scientists, and in turn to the Admiralty, 
that a feasible shipboard reactor would require a radically new 
approach. Inevitably this would involve an extensive, research 
program oriented specifically toward a maritime reactor, a number 
of scientists, and a great deal of money. Moreover, in order to 
reduce the weight and size of the reactor the fuel would have to 
be highly enriched uranium, and this was in extremely short supply 
in Britain. 

These factors combined to discourage the Admiralty, British 

scientists working in the reactor program were quick to realize 

the tremendous advantages which Britain could derive from power- 

producing reactors. The United Kingdom had traditionally depended 

on coal. But the easily accessible coal was rapidly disappearing. 

British mines could no longer meet all the nation's demands at an 

economic price. This was abundantly demonstrated in the fuel 

crisis of 1949 . Great Britain has had to rely increasingly on 

imported oil. This makes the nation severely vulnerable to foreign 

pressure. Nuclear power appeared to be a way out of this dilemma, 

and from the very beginning Britain slanted its reactor research 

program toward developing a practical reactor for producing 

15 

commercial electricity.-^ Throughout the early fifties the Ministry 
of Supply emphasized this aspect of the program and by 1953 prac- 
tically the entire effort at Harwell was diverted into the design 
of Britain's first power-producing pile.^ This emphasis had the 
full support of the Government. 

Just as vital was the Inavailabllity of enriched uranium. 

It was well known that Admiral Kickover, after investigating a 
number of approaches had gone to a reactor that employed highly 
enriched uranium. The Royal Navy's scientists were confident 
that future research would lead them in the same direction. How- 
ever, there was only one plant producing this critical item. In 
the early fifties Great Britain was still working toward its first 
atomic bomb, and the entire output of enriched uranium was destined 
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for the weapons program. The Royal Air Force had made it clear 
that it would resist any attempt to divert this material. It was 
heartily supported by Viscount Portal (a retired Air Marshal) who 
was in charge of weapons production within the Ministry of Supply. 
Needless to say this combination of political Influences also 
served to suppress the Admiralty's enthusiasm. 

Within the Admiralty Itself there was a rather remarkable 
apathy about overcoming these obstacles. The naval group at 
Harwell continued to follow the course of reactor research. A 
number of papers were generated at various points throughout the 
Navy stressing the advantages of nuclear power, particularly for 
submarines. However, the Admiralty, while generally endorsing 
these views, never assigned nuclear research a particularly high 

7 

priority, or pressed for it in the Defense Research Policy 
Committee. The general attitude of the Board was "wait and see." 

Of course, there were other factors at work here. Money was by 
far the most Important consideration. The Admiralty was fully 
aware that this venture would be costly, and the Sea Lords were 
hesitant to divert such a large sum into a submarine program. 
Historically the British have looked with scorn at submarines. 

This springs from Britain's bitter experience with German U-boats 
in two great wars. The average Englishman has never considered 

O 

it quite "cricket" to sink ships without warning. Similarly the 

Royal Navy has traditionally consigned the submarine to small 

navies whose major aim is to destroy commerce instead of protecting 

it. The Board of Admiralty believed that it could get more for 

its money and better fulfill its post-war role by Investing in 

g 

escort-type surface ships and aircraft. This attitude was 
further reinforced by the hope that with the passage of time and 
more experience with reactors the cost would come down. Also 
there were some indications that the Admiralty planned eventually 
to profit from U. S. experience. 

The one element in the Royal Navy which was most interested 
in the development of nuclear power was the submarine branch, all 
submarine matters, both administrative and material, are handled 
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by the Flag Officer Submarines who has his office In Portsmouth. 

He has access to the Board of Admiralty, but does not sit on It 
as a regular member. He Is considered the number one represent- 
ative of submarine Interests, and his advice Is respected In the 
Admiralty. But his bargaining position Is poor. There Is not 
even a section of the Naval Staff specifically responsible for 
submarine matters through which he could exert dally Influence 
on the Sea Lords. In the early 'fifties there were no submariners 
on the Board of Admiralty and "as a group they represented less 
than 2^ of the officer corps. All in all the submariners had 
very little influence in the higher councils of the Navy, nor 
were they In a position to organize an effective lobby. Although 
they could keep the issue of nuclear power alive, they were no 
match for the opposition. 

In September 195^ the U. S. S. Nautilus was commissioned 
and naval attention was quickly riveted on Its remarkable 
accomplishments. As has already been noted, it was about this 
time that the Royal Navy was becoming deeply concerned over Its 
Image and Its place in British defense. The Admiralty began to 
cast about for new concepts. At the same time It appeared that 
enriched fissile material was becoming more available and that 
the land-based reactor program was now well in hand. Concurrently 
an exceptionally progressive First Sea Lord, Lord Mountbatten, 
took office. Although he was not a submariner by trade he was 
amenable to any scheme which stood to project the Fleet into the 
future. He was deeply Impressed by the Nautilus and became a 
rallying point for those elements of the Navy which had been 
unsuccessfully pressing for action. These events all served to 
inject new life into the nuclear propulsion program. 

In 195^ the Engineer In Chief of the Navy succeeded In 
Increasing the Navy's staff at Harwell to a total of thirteen. 

In early 1955 a new Admiralty committee was formed to oversee 
the research and development program. In June 1955 the Board of 
Admiralty gave its blessing and authority to the development of 
a nuclear reactor and the ’building of one nuclear attack 
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submarine. A submarine was chosen for a number of reasons. 

First, this type of craft stood to gain more militarily than a 

surface ship. Second, it would only require a medium sized power 

plant, and the Board reasoned that this would ease the research 

problems. Third, a submarine reactor could be easily adapted to 

surface ships while the reverse was not true. With surprisingly 

little difficulty, the Navy was able to get Treasury approval for 

a land-based prototype reactor and one submarine. The comparative 

ease with which the project went through indicates to some degree 

that one of the prime needs was a firm and persistent push from 

the Navy's leader. Of course, the Admiralty still had to run 

the gauntlet of the Atomic Energy Authority, but it would have 

1 2 

that problem no matter when the program was initiated. 

In a matter of weeks the research group at Harwell was 

working at fever pitch. Almost immediately a decision was made 

to concentrate on a pressurized water reactor which was basically 

the same type as employed in Nautilus . This appeared to be the 

only feasible system in terms of compactness and completion within 

a reasonable time schedule. The initial target date aimed at 

achieving criticality of the submarine prototype plant by the 

middle of 1961 . This was later adjusted to January I960. The 

summer of I 962 was set as the target date for commissioning the 

submarine. By mid-1956 arrangements had been made with Vickers 

Nuclear Limited to assist the Admiralty in this project and work 

was commenced at Harwell on a zero energy reactor called "Neptune" 

which was to furnish research data on the use of highly enriched 

1 A 

uranium in reactor cores. At the same time a location for the 
land-based prototype was selected at Dounreay, Scotland and work 
commenced on readying the site. In February 1957 the First Sea 
Lord approved the staff requirements for the first nuclear sub- 
marine and announced that he intended to stress its anti-submarine 
capabilities. He labeled it a "submarine killer. This was in 
line with the submarine force's thinking which in the mid- 1 950' s- 
began to emphasize the submarine as the best counter to Russian 
U-boats. Though this was -the strategic rationale used for the 
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nuclear program, there Is little doubt that the First Sea Lord 
was primarily interested in getting into the field because of 
its potentialities for all naval ships. That same month Rear 
Admiral G. A. M. Wilson was appointed to a new post as head of 
the nuclear power program. Shortly thereafter the Queen approved 
the name "Dreadnought" for this revolutionary man-of-war, and by 
Kay the contracts for hull and machinery had been let.^^ Progress 
had been rapid up to this point, and the Royal Navy was firmly 
committed to building its first nuclear ship. 

However, as with so many of Britain's research projects 

life was not to be easy for Dreadnought ♦ On June 13» 1956 an 

amendment was signed to the June 15» 1955 agreement between Great 

Britain and the United States for cooperation on civil uses of 
1 7 

atomic energy. This was to allow a more detailed exchange of 
information on atomic reactors. The Treasury immediately asked 
the Navy to cut back its research program on the theory that it 
could then get U. S. information and no longer need to go through 
the lengthy process of experimentation. The Admiralty insisted 
that to get research data it must give some in return and that 
the research program was essential for this purpose. The Treasury 
was satisfied, but only temporarily. With the installation of 
Mr. Sandys in the Ministry of Defense all going projects came 
under intensive review. It was Inevitable that Dreadnought would 
be scrutinized with care and by the fall of 1957 it was under 
fire. In September Admiral Wilson had submitted the Navy's re- 
quirements for enriched uranium fuel for the Neptune reactor, 
the land-prototype, and for the first submarine. He met immediate 
opposition. Although the supply of this material had steadily 
increased, it was still in great demand; the Atomic Energy 

Authority was reluctant to divert such large amounts at that time 

1 8 

to a project which it did not consider vital. The Royal Air 
Force was insisting that all this material should be channeled 
into weapons and argued that the airborne deterrent should take . 
precedence over Dreadnought . The pressure was compounded by the 
Treasury which in the spirit of the Sandys era saw an excellent 
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opportunity to cut -back the program. By this time the Navy was 
estimating the cost from 1957 to 1964 as approximately £31 million. 
This appalled the Treasury. 

Adding to the confusion was considerable interest among 
shippers and politicians in a nuclear merchant ship. On March 11, 
1957» the Civil Lord was appointed head of a committee to study 
the feasibility of nuclear propulsion for commercial shipping. 

Both the Navy and British industry believed that tankers offered 
the best prospects of employing a nuclear power plant commercially. 
However, it was soon clear to the committee that considerable 
research had yet to be done before a ship could be built which 
would be economically competitive. The Admiralty had hoped to 
stimulate the shipbuilding Industry's interest and inspire it 
to contribute financially to the research program. This rather 
ambitious scheme collapsed in late 1 957 when the industry informed 
the Civil Lord's committee that it was attracted but would not 
place any money in the project. Ironically after this exchange 
the Government asked the Admiralty to reconsider the wisdom of 
building a submarine as opposed to a tanker. 

By this time the Board of Admiralty was deeply committed 
to Dreadnought . and became rather alarmed in October 1957 when 
the program appeared to be in danger. The Admiralty moved to 
head off this threat, using techniques conspicuously resembling 
American gamesmanship. It had been previously arranged for 
U. S. S. Nautilus to visit the United Kingdom in October 1957. 

A trip was laid on for the Minister of Defense. With the coop- 
eration of the Americans every effort was made to impress him 
with the phenomenal capabilities of this new ship. That same 
fall Nautilus participated with the Royal Navy in two training 
exercises with the colorful code names of "strikeback" and 
“Rum Tub, “ Nautilus ' extraordinary performance provided a cold- 
water shock to British anti-submarine experts. These exercises 
brought home the painful fact that nuclear submarines were vastly 
superior to conventional ones and presented a threat of a com- 
pletely different order of magnitude. Detailed reports of the 
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exercises were circulated throughout the Ministry of Defense and 

particularly to the members of the Defense Research Policy 
1 9 

Committee. During this period the Russians launched Sputnik; 
the Admiralty was quick to link Dreadnought to the public pressure 
for more scientific efforts. However, these tactics had little 
visible effect, and the Treasury continued to withhold funds 
from the Dreadnought project. This was primarily due to a sepa- 
rate series of events which had been occurring simultaneously and 

which in the end avoided a direct interdepartmental clash between 

20 

Treasury and Admiralty. 

Once the Royal Navy had commenced its nuclear submarine 

project in earnest, the U. S. Navy evidenced a desire to assist. 

A close rapport has always existed between the two navies, and 

with the formation of NATO the relationship has steadily continued 

to grow stronger. A number’ of American naval officers doubted 

the v;isdom of the Royal Navy undertaking the Dreadnought research 

project which would involve such tremendous costs and technical 

problems. Nevertheless, when it was manifest that the Royal Navy 

intended to pursue this line of development there was a general 

feeling in the U. S. Navy that it should make some of the benefits 

21 

of its research available. In early 1957 when Mr. Duncan Sandy s 
was visiting the United States Admiral Rickover, the head of the 
U. S. Navy's nuclear program, offered to release some information 
on nuclear propulsion. In Jiuie Admiral Rickover visited the 
United Kingdom and firmed up the arrangements for such an exchange. 
In late June a full British technical mission visited the United 
States. This was the beginning of a very profitable liaison, 
and the Admiralty scientists derived some very useful information- 
from this initial visit. On October 5 (just as the Dreadnought 
program was coming under fire) the First Lord of the Admiralty 
was visiting Washington, In a meeting with Admiral Rickover it 
was hinted that the United States might be prepared to sell out- 
right a nuclear submarine propulsion plant to the United Kingdom. 
This came as an unexpected shock to the Royal Navy, but it fell 
at a crucial time and cast the Dreadnought program in a new light. 
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Interestingly enough this exchange would require an amendment 

to the existing U. S. - U. K. Civil Bilateral Agreement and 

"Admiral Rickover Informed the Admiralty that he could arrange 

22 

0. S. agreement. If It could manage British approval." 

This, of course, presented the Admiralty with 'a completely 
new picture and perhaps a way out from under Treasury pressure. 

It would offer the United Kingdom a nuclear power plant several 
years before the current development program would produce one - 
a plant which was tried and tested. In addition It would assure 
Dreadnought getting to sea at an earlier date. Presumably the 
American reactor would supply British scientists with a great deal 
of advanced, know-how which would allow them to take a giant step 
forward In their program. Not least Important It would be an 
outright purchase and a great deal cheaper than the projected 
research program. 

The case was not as one-sided as one might assume, and 
some opposition developed within both the Admiralty and the 
Government. A number of scientists and technicians were con- 
vinced that the contemplated purchase would halt or at least set 
back the Royal Navy's own reactor research program. They admitted 
that Admiral Kickover's offer would permit Dreadnouc^ht to commission 

at an earlier date, but Insisted that this was not the most Impor- 

23 

tant consideration. They argued that over the long term the 
Admiralty would be better advised to conduct Its own research. 

In turn this effort would furnish the Navy a reservoir of know- 
ledge and trained researchers. Presumably this would give the 

Royal Navy a broader base for future experimentation and "allow 

,,24 

It to diverge from the American pattern and explore new areas. 

The Navy's scientists at Harwell were developing some original 
Ideas which showed considerable promise. Understandably some of 
them were concerned about losing their freedom of maneuver. 

However, the Board of Admiralty was faced with more 
practical considerations. In Its opinion the most Important goal 
was an operational submarine In the shortest possible time. In 
addition the Sea Lords believed that overall the research program 
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would profit from American experience, although there was little 
doubt that the Treasury would resist putting funds into further 
research. A few professionals and politicians opposed this move 
on the grounds that it would make Great Britain even more dependent 
on the United States. The Royal Navy in general has never given 
much credit to this line of argument. If the United States can 
offer better equipment at a better price the professional British 
naval officer normally is agreeable. In this instance, however, 
there were a number of higher ranking officers who had come in 
contact with Admiral Rlckover and had been aroused by his abrasive 
personality. It is difficult here to isolate the real reasons for 
the opposition generated by this group, but it is obvious that a 
number of highly placed persons were wary of this American Admiral 
who carried so much political weight in his own country. They 
argued that he would attempt to exert the same influence over the 
British maritime reactor program that he had over the American 
project. In their eyes the Royal Navy would be risking its free- 
dom in a vital area. This was a tenuous argument at best, and 
the detached observer can hardly resist the conclusion that it 
was inspired by personal dislike rather than sober deliberation. 
Nevertheless, it was seriously pressed in the higher councils of 
the Government. 

The majority of the Board and the Minister of Defense, 
however, were convinced that the American offer was sincere and 
that it would cut years off the Navy's entry into the nuclear 
submarine field. With this kind of support acceptance was a fore- 
drawn conclusion. Within a relatively short time the opposition 
v;as pressed into the backgroxind. In February 1958 the Prime 
Minister approved the purchase of a U. S. propulsion plant. This 
assured the Navy a ready built reactor for Dreadnought and a 
supply of enriched uranium for fuel. The Atomic Energy Authority 
was no longer under pressure to supply fissile material. In turn 
the Navy guaranteed the AEA that its rights would be protected in 
the nuclear field. Predictably any opposition this office had to 
the Dreadnought program disappeared. The Treasury was assured 
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that the research program would be cut-back and that the rate of 
expenditure on the whole program would be slowed down - if not 
the total expenditure reduced. In essence a bitter intra-govem- 
mental fight was avoided and the Dreadnought * s future insured. 

Mr. Macmillan's decision to purchase a reactor from the 
United States signaled the start of protracted negotiations 
between representatives of the United States and Great Britain 
regarding this significant exchange. The arrangements to purchase 
an American plant required an amendment to the United States' 
Atomic Energy Act of 195^. Such an amendment was signed into law 
on July 3> 1958 in Washington. This was followed by an Anglo- 
American agreement confirming the exchange of a nuclear submarine 
power plant, Concurrently representatives of the two navies 
were meeting in order to iron out the details. The key figure 
throughout this period was Admiral Kickover who had very definite 
ideas on the manner in which this transaction should be consum- 
mated, To begin with he Insisted that Rolls Royce be designated 
the prime contractor for the Royal Navy and that it deal directly 
with V/estlnghouse in the United States, This arrangement relieved 
the U. S. Navy of any responsibility for inspection or for the 
finished product. On the other hand it prevented the Admiralty 
from choosing its own firm. Vickers -Arm strong, the Royal Navy's 
principal contractor in the nuclear field, was heavily entrenched 
in the Dreadnought program. Kickover' s choice of Rolls Royce 
required some extensive rearranging and essentially froze Vlckers- 
Armstrong out of the important work on Dreadnought . Moreover 
Rlckover Insisted that Rolls Royce handle the manufacturing of 
all fuel elements connected with the reactor. By law the Atomic 
Energy Authority had sole manufacturing rights for uranium fuel 
elements in the United Kingdom. To accede to Kickover* s demands 
would reverse government policy. Fora while this issue threatened 
to deadlock the negotiations. In the end the Atomic Energy 
Authority conceded, and Rolls Royce was permitted to manufacture 
fuel elements. 

Even more vital from the Admiralty's standpoint was the 
United States suggestion that the land-based prototype reactor 
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and research program be canceled. The Americans believed that once 
the United Kingdom had a complete U. S. reactor and accompanying 
information there was no longer any need for an independent 
British research program. The Royal Navy could make duplicates 
of the Skipjack reactor and save a great deal of money and effort. 
To the British representatives this seemed like a high-handed 
demand which would preclude the development of future British 
innovations. Moreover it would make the Royal Navy completely 
reliant on U. S. knowledge. The Admiralty refused to accede to 
this suggestion and made it clear that it Intended to proceed 
with the land-based reactor at Dounreay which would include a 
number of purely British ideas. 

Although the U. S. did not press this issue further it 
made one more important change which may have been connected with 
British insistence on reserving the right to continue their own 
research program. The Admiralty originally envisioned a contract 
betv:een V^estinghouse and Rolls Royce which would include a con- 
tinuing exchange of information on reactor research and advances 
over the coming ten years. Essentially it would be an agreement 
licensing Rolls Royce to manufacture Nestlnghouse reactors and 
the associated equipment. Such a provision would assure the 
Admiralty of a continuing supply of U. S. Information. The 
American representatives, however, insisted that the laws regard- 
ing the exchange of atomic energy information would not allow 
such an arrangement. After some discussion these provisions were 
deleted from the suggested agreement. This left only a contract 
for the supply of one reactor, propulsion machinery, spare parts, 
maintenance Information, the necessary fissile material, and 
replacement cores for ten years. In short the exchange was only 
to be a single transaction involving one propulsion plant to be 

Installed in Dreadnoug;ht . This left the British free to derive 

27 

any benefits they could from the study of this one plant. But 
it made no arrangements for a continuing transfer of Information 
and there has not been any further exchange of data since these 

pO 

negotiations were completed. 
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It is rather clear that the Americans did attempt to gain 
some measure of control over the British program. The United 
Kingdom representatives were forced to accept a number of condi- 
tions which they disliked, but nevertheless they accomplished 
their main purpose of obtaining a complete propulsion unit for 
Dreadnought . At the same time they retained their future freedom 
of maneuver. In February 1959 the final contract was consummated 
and by March 5 it had been fully approved by both governments. 
Although a great many technical and legal problems remained, the 
exchange moved forward from this date with relatively few serious 
interruptions. The Admiralty bent every effort to complete the 
exchange and to get its first nuclear submarine to sea. Dreadnought 
involved a propulsion plant which was totally new to the British, 
a hull form similar to the U. S. S. Skip, lack which was unprece- 
dented in the Royal Navy's experience, and a number of advanced 
sonar and weapons developments which had never been used in 
British ships. Essentially this meant that all of the major de- 
sign parameters of this ship v^ere novel and varying at the same 
time. The Royal Navy was trying to do in one step what the U. S. 
Navy had taken some ten years and a number of ships to do. This 
presented the Royal Navy's constructors xvith a unique set of 
problems and tested their skill to the limit. It is a genuine 
tribute to their ability that they were able to complete 
Dreadnought in a relatively short period. It v/as launched on 
October 20, I960, and its commissioning two years later marked 
the Royal Navy's entry into the field of nuclear power. 

Before leaving this subject, one may note certain other 
aspects of the program. In order to free funds for the purchase 
of the U. S. reactor the Treasury insisted that the Navy "go slow" 
with its other nuclear plans. As many of the scientists feared 
the research program at Harwell was virtually discontinued. The 
land-based prototype reactor at Dounreay was still to go forward, 
but at a reduced rate. There were a number of reasons for this. 

Not only was the Navy forced to reduce the rate of expenditure on 
research, but it hoped to build a totally new type of plant based 
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on experience with the American reactor in Dreadnoup;ht o. It took 
some time to acquire this experience. The Dounreay reactor was 
to be more powerful and matched to British designed propulsion 
machinery rather than the American equipment in Dreadnought . It 
was soon obvious that before Dounreay could be completed a great 
deal more research would have to be done, and the Admiralty had 
to reactivate its research effort. This time Rolls Royce was 
asked to initiate the program since this company was also to 
operate the reactor at Dounreay. There is little question that 
in the final analysis both time and money were wasted by closing 
do\vn the Harwell team and then within two years building up a new 
research effort in a different location with different people. 

This is an excellent example of how Treasury pressure, which often 
does not take into account the whole technical picture, may result 
in short term economies and long range waste. The Dounreay reactor 
is now operating and is a mixture of both American and British 
know-how. It is the prototype plant for all the nuclear submarines 
which are to succeed Dreadnought . There is little question that 
it includes a number of improvements over the plant in the first 
submarine. Moreover, the continuing research which is going into 
Dounreay v;ill allow the Royal Navy to make independent contri- 
butions which would never have seen the light of day, if the Royal 
Navy had decided in 1959 to rely wholly on American research 
information. 

Once the Dreadnought program had survived the 1957 crisis 
and the contract for the American reactor had been Implemented, 
the Sea Lords made plans to expand the program. The Board of 
Admiralty approved plans for four nuclear hunter-killer submarines 
which would be designed to work with carrier task forces in an 
anti-submarine role. It was planned to complete Dreadnought ' s 
successor in late 1964, another near the end of 1966 and the last 
one in 1967. The First Lord's Statement for i960 announced the 
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decision to build the second submarine. In August of that year 
a contract was concluded with Vickers-Armstrong Limited for the 
construction of H, M. S, Valiant. It would have the same hull 
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design as Dreadnought . but a British designed propulsion plant 
would be installed, presumably identical to the Dounreay installa- 
tion. The 1964 Statement on Defense announced that work had 
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already commenced on the third which was to be H. M. S. Warsoite . 
Thus by 1963 the Royal Navy was well into the nuclear propulsion 
field and on its way to building a small but sophisticated force 
of nuclear hunter-killer submarines. It was primarily these 
developments which made it possible for the Royal Navy in 1962 
to commence assuming responsibility for Great Britain's deterrent. 

The Evolution of Polaris 



The Sea Lords' attitude toward atomic weapons and their 
willingness to leave strategic bombing to the Royal Air Force 
has already been discussed. In essence they acknowledged the 
Air Force's monopoly on the delivery of strategic nuclear weapons. 

In turn the Admiralty's voice in regard to the deterrent was to 
be correspondingly reduced. The Navy's abdication was formalized 
in 1957 when the Board consciously diverted its attention to the 
problems of limited war and began to deemphasize its role in the 
NATO Strike Fleet. However, technological advance is no respec- 
tor of organizations, even ones as august as the Board of Admiralty. 
It was to be only a matter of time until the developments of 
nuclear propulsion and solid fuel missiles v^ere to thrust the Navy 
into the deterrence arena. The Admiralty's response to this chain 
of events is a fascinating story and in many respects the most 
difficult to comprehend of all its post-v;ar actions. 

As long as deterrent weapons were scheduled to be delivered 
by manned aircraft the Navy's position was logical and understand- 
able. However, the introduction of ballistic missiles as delivery 
vehicles for nuclear weapons threatened the manned aircraft's pre- 
dominance and opened up other possibilities. Though British 
scientists had been working on guided missiles since Vforld War II, 

it was not until 1954 that they commenced serious research on bal- 
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listic missiles. The United States and the U.S.S.R. had expended 
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considerable effort in this area. It was rapidly becoming clear 

that both of these governments intended to develop ballistic 

missiles as the primary delivery system for their deterrent v^eapons. 

Not to be outstripped the British Government decided to develop an 

"intermediate range ballistic missile, and in 1955 commenced 

the project which was later to become ’known as "Blue Streak." 

The project was mentioned publicly for the first time in the 195^ 

Defense Statement which requested funds specifically for this 
34 

work. Missile research was carried out under the auspices of 

the Ministry of Supply, and the Minister at that time was Mr. 

Duncan Sandys. It is well knov/n that he was captivated by the 

potentialities of ballistic missiles and a prime supporter of 

the Blue Streak program. He was Joined in his enthusiasm by a 

number of scientists v^lthin the Ministry of Supply and the 

Ministry of Defense. lYhen Sandys took over as the Defense Minister 

it was widely assumed that one of his chief aims would be to inte- 
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grade ballistic missiles into the Services strategic plans. 
Experience fully confirmed these predictions. 

As Minister of Supply Sandys in May 1954 had negotiated 
an agreement with the United States for cooperation in missile 
development.^^ The British, having started late in the ballistic 
missile field, relied heavily on U. S. information. This was 
carried further in March 1957 when President Eisenhower and Prime 
Minister Macmillan met at Bermuda to concert their post-Suez 
views. Out of this meeting came a U. S. offer to furnish Great 
Britain with American missiles when they became operational. 
Presumably these were to be the medium-range Thors. They were 
expected to come into service in the late 1950’ s and to fill any 
missile gap which the British might have as opposed to the Russians. 
In addition the 1957 V^hite Paper claimed that this agreement should 
"result in savings of time and money, and will enable work to be 
concentrated upon more advanced types. This same statement 

indicated the Government's Intention to rely on the ballistic 
missile as the primary delivery system of the future. In turn 
further development of manned bombers and fighters was to be 
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discontinued. Manifestly the Government were determined to maintain 
an independent deterrent and if possible to match the technological 
efforts of the other nuclear powers. 

The 1958 Defense Statement announced the Imminent con- 
clusion of an agreement with the United States for intermediate- 
range ballistic missiles. It further stated that "a British 
ballistic rocket of a more advanced type is being developed on 

^ s 

the highest priority, in close cooperation with the United States."*^ 
This missile was to be liquid fuelled and have a range in excess 
of 2,000 miles in contrast to the 1 ,500 miles of the Thor. It 
was to be fired from underground sites, thereby making it less 
vulnerable to attack than the American missile, which was to be 
launched from sheltered surface pads. The bulk of the country's 
missile development efforts were to be concentrated on the Blue 
Streak program. By 1958 it was clear that the Government v;as 
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heavily committed to this program as a successor to the V-bombers. 

No matter how logical militarily this policy might have been it 
was destined to arouse controversy and opposition from the outset. 

To begin, with, the basic decision to convert from bombers 
to ballistic missiles brought the whole concept of an independent 
British deterrent under scrutiny. Fundamentally Blue Streak was 
to be the next generation of delivery vehicle, designed to keep 
the deterrent modern. It was painfully obvious that any such 
program would be extremely expensive in terms of money , talent and 
effort. Increasing pressure had been building up for some years 
against the policy of deterrence. Blue Streak gave these dissident 
elements a rallying point for voicing their doubts. Originally 
there had been little dispute about the building of atomic weapons 
and aircraft for delivering them. In fact the program was launched 
in a Labor Administration. Subsequently many professionals and 
laymen alike had begun to have second thoughts about the wisdom 
of Britain's deterrent policy. Nevertheless, once the aircraft 
and weapons were in existence and the initial capital expense had 
been met it was difficult to mount an effective case against 
maintaining nuclear weapons. 
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The announcement of Blue Streak changed the whole picture. 
The Government was not only planning to maintain the deterrent, 
but to spend a great deal more on a more advanced delivery system. 
In essence another tremendous capital investment v;as to be made 
in the deterrent. This led many to question v/hether Britain should 
not reject nuclear weapons, leaving the field to the United States 
and Russia. Although the left v/ing of the Labor Party has been 
In the vanguard of this anti-nuclear weapons campaign, it never- 
theless cuts across party lines. Advocates for discarding stra- 
tegic nuclear arms can bo found in all sectors of British society. 
This controversy has raged ever since the 1957 Defense V/hlte 
Paper. It has become the most significant defense dispute in 
rocent British politics. The Conservative Party has steadfastly 
refused to surrender the nation's nuclear Independence. Deterrence 
has literally become an article of faith v/ithin that party. 

Especially interesting hero is the controversy which that 
posture evoked within the Conservative Government Itself. "As 
early as January 1958» the cost of developing the Blue Streak 
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had become a natter of concern to officials of the Government. 
Members of both parties were sounding warnings of the accelerat- 
ing costs. By i 960 when the project was finally canceled Defense 
Minister V/atklnson estimated that the project had already con- 
sumed £100 million and that to finish it would cost between 
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£500 million and £600 million. However, cost v;as not the only 
objection. After the first Russian sputnik was launched in late 
1957» fears grew that the accuracy of long range Russian missilery 
had advanced to the point that static missile sites would be 
fatally vulnerable to attack. Critics stressed the virtues of 
mobility and dispersion and in turn questioned Blue Streak's 
viability under those new circmstances. Certainly to protect 
Blue Streak v;ould have required huge sums to be spent on harden- 
ing launching sites and fire control systems. All these criticisms 
were directed at Blue Streak, making its short life a remarkably 
controversial one. 
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Hov;ever, just as important as the technical argioments were 
the vested interests and political pressures which swirled around 
Blue Streak. Although considerable political heat was generated 
by the Conservative Party's Insistence on maintaining a deterrent 
posture, this was not the major issue within the Government. For 
the Minister of Defense and tho Services the decision to have a 
deterrent was a given fact. The problem which concerned them 
was how best to meet this requirement. Sandys and his chief 
scientific advisers were convinced that a ballistic missile, and 
the Blue Streak in particular, v;as the best answer to keeping 
Britain's deterrent up to date and credible. V/lth the new powers 
bestowed by the Prime Minister, Sandys v;as able to impose the 
development of the Blue Streak on the defense establishment. How- 
ever, there v;as considerable resistance from the start. In the 
final analysis the Minister of Defense was never able to generate 
sufficient intra-governmental support for this decision, and it 
v;as destined to be reversed. At this point it is pertinent to 
examine the nature of the opposition and, of course, the Admiralty's 
stand on this crucial item. 

Although the Royal Air Force was designated to take over 
the operation of land-based strategic missiles it was widely 
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knovni to oppose a rapid transition to missiles. The 1957 
Defense Statement came as quite a shock to the old line air 
officers who could not accept the phasing out of manned aircraft. 
This image did not appeal to their deeply engrained "cavalry" 
instincts, and the Air Ministry fought Sandys' policy every inch 
of the way. This campaign was v/aged not only behind closed doors, 
but also in the public media as well. The most notable official 
attempts to influence opinion were "Conference and Exercise 
Prospect." This was a three day briefing session for a selected 
group of RAF officers and Air Ministry civil servants followed by 

a one-day performance hold in the Royal Empire Society Hall on 
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May 6, 1958 for selected correspondents and civilians. Among 

other things these briefings stressed the importance of manned 

aircraft, "a second generation of strategic bombers, of tactical 
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bonbers and of fighters wore all held essential. A call was 

also issued for an airborne cruise missile to improve bomber 
46 

effectiveness and to avoid reliance on fixed bases. The 
obvious conclusion, v;hich the popular press easily drev/, was 
that the Royal Air Force disagreed with the policy laid down in 
Government ^Vhite Papers. This v;as certainly an accurate infer- 
ence from the Air Force's attitude and maneuvers behind-the- 
scenes. 

Allied v;ith the Air Ministry in its struggle to obtain 
another generation of manned bombers and fighters was the aircraft 
industry. The day the 1957 Defense Statement was published, Sir 
Frank Spriggs, managing director of Hawker Slddeley Group, con- 
tended on the 3BG that the envisioned changeover to missiles was 
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much too rapid. He argued that there should be one more gener- 
ation of fighters and bombers or otherwise "this country is com- 
pletely v/ritten off for a supersonic civil aircraft for the rest 
of its days." This \m5 to sot tho pattern of the Industry's 
case against ’-the Government. Aircraft manufacturers insisted 
that the future of British aviation depended on continuing govern- 
mental support in one form or another for aircraft research and 
4Q 

development. ^ Defense contracts had always been an effective 
way of offering such assistance. The Industry contended that to 
cut off military production would do Irreparable harm at this 
crucial juncture. Strong backing for another generation of air- 
craft soon developed in the House of Lords, and in the semi- 
official Advisory Committee on Scientific Policy, This latter 
body reported that a too rapid shift to missiles Instead of 
facilitating the shift of manpower to the civil sector of indus- 
try v;ould cause dislocation and possibly "exacerbate the already 
sizeable emigration of scientists and engineers to the United 
States and Canada. 

At this point tho industry vms operating from a position 
of some strength. It was enjoying record levels of output and 
employment, and v:as contributing a large portion of its product 
to exports. There were strong reasons for insuring tho Industry's 
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conuinued prosperity, and there is little question “that the 
British aircraft industry successfully influenced government 
policy decisions"^^ during this period. In May 1958 the Govern- 
ment announced that it intended to support the industry both 
through defense research and direct contributions to research 
in “the expanding field of civil transport. All this activity 
culminated in a Government order for three new military aircraft 
in early 1959. The Government’s decision not to order more 
manned aircraft had been effectively reversed. It is not the 
object here to determine exactly how much weight the industry 
wielded in this decision, but rather to illustrate the political 
environment which was building up around Blue Streak. Certainly 
the industry was not so interested in defeating ballistic missiles 
as in assuring the continued ordering of aircraft. However, in 
the process it was bound to prejudice the prospects of any pro- 
ject which threatened the industry, and Blue Streak was definitely 
in that category. In short, some powerful groups v;ere actively 
opposing the conversion to land-based missiles, 

1'/hat was the Admiralty's stand on this issue? The Sea 
Lords had concurred v/holehoartedly in the development of atomic 
weapons, but at the same time had made no attempt to participate 
in the delivery of the deterrent. Tradition, experience and lack 
of funds all predisposed the Admiralty against seriously attempting 
to claim a strategic bombing role for the Fleet Air Arm. Conse- 
quently, efforts had been concentrated in other areas, and the 
deterrent had been consigned to the Royal Air Force. This atti- 
tude evolved in the immediate post-war years when strategists were . 
still thinking in terms of free falling bombs. But it was to con- 
dition the Board of Admiralty's approach to the deterrent through- 
out the 1950's and delay the Royal Navy' entry into the ballistic 
missile field. 

A.ctually the Royal Navy had taken an interest in guided 
missiles as early as 19^3 and shortly after the v;ar had generated 
a requirement for a shipboard surface-to-air missile to counter 
the high-performance aircraft which were coming into service 
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throughout the world. This project soon became knovm as “Seaslug” 
and was to be developed under the Joint auspices of the Royal Navy 
and the Ministry of Supply. In addition the Fleet Air Arm had 
taken a deep interest in the air-to-air missiles being developed 
by the Ministry of Supply and had high hopes of arming carrier 
borne aircraft v;lth these weapons when they v/ere perfected. In 
both of these instances the work done in the Ministry of Supply 
was in response to a specific Navy requirement and was in the 
nature of development rather than basic research. The Navy 
followed these projects closely and eventually seconded officers 
and scientists to the Ministry of Supply to assist with them. 

Hoi^ever, basic research, as opposed to development 
intended to meet specific requirements, was handled solely v/i th- 
in the Ministry of Supply without assistance from the Services. 
Predictably it was more or less controlled by the scientists 
within that ministry. The Ministry of Supply endeavored to tailor 
its efforts to the needs of the military and through the Defense 
Research Policy Council each Service could express its views on 
various projects. Nevertheless, in matters of fundamental re- 
search, the Ministry of Supply had the predominant voice. If a 
particular Service disagreed with the MOS*s views on basic 
research, the only recourse it had was to appeal the issue to 
the DHPC and to fight it out at that high level. As a practical 
matter vital Interests had to be at stake to Justify this pro- 
cedure. Manifestly, this drastically reduced the power of the 
Army, Navy and Air Force to influence the direction of funda- 
mental research. 

In the case of ballistic missiles the Admiralty took 
very little interest. In the general view of the Navy's leaders 
the responsibility for development rested with the Ministry of 
Supply. Militarily this appeared to be a matter between the Air 
Ministry and the MOS. It was automatically assumed that these 
missiles would be assigned to tho Royal Air Force and that the 
operational details concerned that Service, not the Fleet. In 
line with this attitude the Admiralty took no position in 1957 
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when Sandys announced the planned replaconent of manned bombers 
with MRBM's. The Board of Admiralty did not consider delivery 
of the deterrent a naval function. The Board was concentrating 
on the problems of limited and brushfire wars, and ballistic 
missiles seemed to have little place in such operations. 

During this same period, however, another factor 
appeared on the scene. Unlike the Royal Navy, the U. S. Navy had 
fought since ¥orld War II to participate in the delivery of 
deterrent \^eapons and in the middle 1 950 ' s was hotly engaged in 
an inter-Service battle to obtain a ballistic missile capability. 
In late 1955 after a number of false starts the U. S. Navy re- 
ceived Administration approval to proceed with the development 
of a shipborne ballistic missile,'^ A separate organisation, 
known as the Special Projects Office, v/as created for the specific 
purpose of developing a suitable naval missile. Rear Admiral 
Vj'. F. Raborn v;as given complete responsibility for this task. 

After a year of trying to adapt the U, S. Army’s liquid-fueled 
Jupiter missile to shipboard use. Admiral Raborn convinced the 
Administration that solid fuel would be much more effective, and 
that his offico could develop such a missile despite formidable 
technical obstacles. He received permission to proceed on 
December 8, 1956. This was the birth of the Polaris missile and 
the Fleet Ballistic Missile submarine. Admiral P.aborn's staff 
had conceived an exciting new concept which would revolutionize 
the role of seapov/ex* in the nuclear age. They proposed to marry 
the nuclear submarine to a solid-fuel medium-range ballistic 
missile and to create a radically new nuclear x^oapons system. 

The U. S. S. Nautilus was already in operation and had demon- 
strated the feasibility of nuclear propulsion. Admiral Raborn’ s 
engineers were \\roll a^'^are of the remaining obstacles. Although 
missile research in the United States was well advanced, a 
submarine borne missile presented a host of unsolved problems. 

The most Imposing was that presented by solid fuel v;hich had never 
been successfully employed in a large missile. In addition new 
methods of launching, guidance and navigation would have to be 
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perfected. S'tlllt t>h.e U* S. Navy strongly believed tbat none 
of these hurdles v;as Insurmountable, If successful, the rewards 
promised to be extraordinary. A nuclear submarine constantly 
submerged and continually changing position xrould be practically 
Invulnerable to detection and destruction. It could roam huge 
areas of the ocean and still remain v;ithin range of its targets. 
There would be no entanglements v;ith foreign governments or 
agreements over bases. Moreover, counter attacks would fall at 
sea not on the American continent. It was an exciting concept 
which offered its creator the nearest thing possible to the 
porfedt deterrent weapons system. The U, S. Navy \i&s firmly 
convinced that the potentialities of this project Justified any 
amount of effort and v;ent ahead at full steam. 

In line with its customary practice the U. S. Navy soon 
informed the British Navy of its plans and invited it to station 
liaison officors in the Special Projects Office in Washington. 

By the middle of 1957 the Royal Navy's representatives in 
V/ashington v:ere receiving a constant flov; of information on the 
progress of the Polaris program. The Admiralty's original atti- 
tude x^as one of "wait and see, " As yet the Royal Navy did not 
have a nuclear sxibmarine,and tbis obstacle vrould have to be 
overcome first. In addition some of the leaders of the U, S, 
Navy x;ore advising their British counterparts to avoid Polaris 
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until the more difficult technical problems had been solved. 

On the other hand, the American Admirals were at least by impli- 
cation offering their support to a British reouest for Polaris 

g6 

if and when it came.'^ Hoxvever, the British Sea Lords had yet 
to be convinced that their Fleet should be in the strategic 
missile business at all. 

This ambivalence was forcefully manifested in 1958. By 
then the design parameters of the Blue Streak miss^ile had been 
firmed up and a definite decision to proceed with liquid fuel 
v;as made. Research on solid fuel was virtually closed dexm; all 

g? 

effort x;as concentrated on liquid propellants. The Royal 
Navy's scientists were well aware that liquid fuel was extremely 
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dangerous and unsuitable for shipboard use. However, the Navy 
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did not register a complaint or officially question this policy.-^ 
It is true that the Minister of Defense was determined to press 
ahead with Blue Streak, and that an Admiralty objection might 
have been futile. It is nevertheless clear that the Navy’s 
leaders, v7ho did not consider long-range missile research their 
affair, were not too disturbed by a decision \7hich threatened to 
tie the British deterrent exclusively to land-bases. 

Over the next fevir months reports from the United States 
on Polaris v;ere increasingly optimistic. The American program 
became vridely publicized. There is little doubt that a number 
of high ranking British officers, who were impressed v;ith the 
potentialities of Polaris, v/ould like to have seen the Royal 
Navy adopt it. Professional literature and the public press 
carried numerous references to the American missile. A number 
of retired officers v;ent to the point of criticizing Blue Streak 
as well as lauding Polaris. During this period the Board of 
Admiralty began to discuss Polaris frequently and seriously. 

From currently available information, it is impossible 
to reconstruct the exact sequence of events, or to determine 
precisely v;hen the Sea Lords’ views crystallized. On the other 
hand it is possible to infer approximately v;hat those views were. 
The majority of members of the Board of Admiralty were convinced 
that Polaris would be an extremely expensive undertaking, and no 
matter how militarily attractive it might be the Navy would not 
be allotted any additional funds to finance it. Presumably if 
the Royal Navy was to succeed in obtaining Polaris this would 
deny sorely needed funds to the remaining Navy programs; thereby 
Jeopardizing the mobile carrier task groups which the Admiralty 
had pressed for so hard. To the Navy’s leaders it \<&3 primarily 
a question of priorities. They believed that top precedence 
should be awarded to the Royal Navy’s limited war role.^^ 

Although one can perhaps question the order of priorities 
here, it is easy to follov; the Board’s reasoning. For over 
fifteen years the Navy had received between 23-25^ of the military 
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budget and had found this figure grossly inadequate. The senior 
officers and civil servants contended that this figure would not 
be expanded materially to accommodate this one program. On the 
other hand, the Navy's leaders were ignoring some of the evidence. 

When the Royal Air Force took over responsibility for the atomic 
deterrent in the early 1950's its proportion of the budget had 
gradually increased largely at the Army's expense, and certainly 
there were no obvious reasons why a similar shift of funds could 
not be engineered if the Admiralty took over the responsibility 
for the deterrent. At any rate, the Board of Admiralty was not 
%^illing to gamble on Polaris at the risk of injuring what it 
believed to be the Navy's more important interests. 

Reinforcing this fundamental fear were some lesser 
considerations. The Admiralty was naturally hesitant to involve 
itself in an expensive scheme which had yet to be proved practical. 

It could always fall back on the logical assumption that the United 
States would make these missiles available once they were opera- 
tional and Vv'hen the British had nuclear submarines. Just as when 
the introduction of nuclear power was being discussed, the outside 
observer detects a streak of "cavalry traditionalism" which pre- 
fers carriers to submarines as the backbone of the Fleet. Again, 
the fact that the submarine element in the Navy v;as not directly repre- 
sented on the Naval Staff or the Board may have been crucial to 
these deliberations. Hovrever, in this instance even many sub- 
mariners were lukewarm tov;ard Polaris. Dreadnouf^ht was v;ell along, 
and there were good prospects for more attack nuclear submarines. 

The submariners were also confident that the adoption of Polaris 
would monopolise the available funds thereby sidetracking the 

planned ASW boats. Many preferred to forego Polaris rather than 
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confront this prospect. The overall result was to destroy any 
effective support for Polaris in the higher circles of the Royal 
Navy. 

In late 1959 escalating costs and increasing doubts about 
Blue Streak's immobility forced the Ministry of Defense to review 
its missile program. By that time there were two alternatives to 
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land-based missiles. The United States was producing Polaris 
missiles and in February I960 decided to proceed with the develop- 
ment of Skybolt, an air-to-surface ballistic missile. The 
Minister of Defense in the I960 Defense Statement noted that 
both of these possibilities were being investigated for British 
use.^^ The latter was favored by the Royal Air Force and air- 
craft industry for rather obvious reasons. Skybolt, a 1 ,000 
mile solid fuel ballistic missile to be launched from aircraft, 
TTOuld hopefully be ready by 1964,^^ The Air Ministry proposed 
to mount it on the later models of V-bombers. This offered the 
Government considerable savings since the air bases and aircraft 
v.'ere already in existence. The missiles themselves, since they 
were relatively short ranged and launched from great height, 
would presximably be much cheaper than either Blue Streak or 
Polaris. From the Royal Air Force’s standpoint this scheme 
offered the manned bombers a ne^-/ lease on life. There was little 
doubt that if this proposal proved successful there v;ould be 
further generations of Skybolts and correspondingly advanced 
versions of the delivery aircraft. In addition the airmen con- 
tended that these bombers would always be available for convention- 
al tasks as well as nuclear ones. These were telling arguments. 

The disadvantages of Skybolt v;ere significant. There 
v;ere formidable technical hurdles to overcome. Methods for 
launching from an airborne platform which is pitching and yawing 
had yet to be v;orked out. Fire control and navigational problems, 
just as ^^ith Polaris, v;ere imposing. In order to fire a ballistic 
missile properly the operator must knox^ the exact location of the 
launching platform. In I960 aircraft navigation left something 
to be desired in this regard. Hox/ever, the RAF was confident 
that time and U. S. money xrould find solutions' to these diffi- 
culties. Even more damaging v/as the fact that aircraft Just like 
fixed-site missiles are tied to land bases which can be pinpointed 
and attacked by enemy missiles v;ith very little xv'arning. The air- 
men discounted this argument insisting that radar xmrning and a 
high state of readiness would alloxg- the aircraft to become 
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airborne before they could be neutralized. In periods of tension 
a certain number of planes could be kept in the air at all times 
making them virtually invulnerable to enemy missiles. Despite 
these objections the RAP’s case, from a British perspective, was 
impressive. The financial advantages offered by Skybolt v/ere 
particularly attractive to a G-overnment \^hich was continually 
pressed for funds. 

In the United States the USA.P was likewise very concerned 
over the life of its manned aircraft and had thrown all its weight 
behind Skybolt, In order to bolster its case, it was very eager 
for the British to adopt Skybolt. In turn it initiated a sus- 
tained campaign to involve the Royal Air Force in this new 
missile. In fact the USAF was not only furnishing the Air 
Ministry with encouraging data on Skybolt, but also with skeptical 
assessments of Polaris which could bo used in defeating any Royal 
Navy bid to promote seaborne missiles. In essence the two air 
forces were mutually supporting the political objectives of each 
other much in the same manner as the U. S. Navy and Royal Navy 
had attempted to do with the NATO Strike Fleet. 

The Admiralty was now forced to take a formal stand on 
Polaris. It was increasingly obvious that Blue Streak’s days 
v/ere numbered. The A.dmiralty v/ould soon be asked for assessment 
of a seaborne successor to Blue Streak. About 1959 the Board of 
A.dmiralty ordered a short study done on Polaris with the intention 
of firming up its views. Three major findings emerged. First, 
there v;as every prospect that Polaris v/ould be carried to a 
successful conclusion by the American Navy. Second, from a 
purely military perspective it would be the best deterrent v/eapon 
available. This conclusion was based primarily on its mobility 
and the protection offered by underwater concealment. Third, it 
would undoubtedly be very expensive. These findings generally 
confirmed the Board’s instinctive feelings about Polaris. There 
v:as still general agreement that if the Navy took on Polaris it 
would drav; critical funds away from the rest of the Fleet and 
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divert the Navy from its more important conventional mission. 
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By this time a number of senior officers in the Navy 
v/ere developing serious doubts about the wisdom of Great Britain 
attempting to maintain an independent deterrent. This doctrinal 
conversion seemed to coi*respond very closely to the Navy's shift 
to a limited war rationale. In their eyes the cost of nuclear 
weapons and modern delivery systems was putting deterrence out 
of Britain's price range. They also considered Britain's 
“contribution to the VJestern deterrent insignificant alongside 
America ' s. They could not conceive of an instance x-;here the 

United Kingdom would engage in a nuclear vjar without the United 
States and did not share the politicians fear of being deserted 
by the Americans. These naval officers considered Britain's 
conventional forces a more meaningful contribution to the 
Western Alliance and hence a more effective use of the limited 
defense funds available. They were coming more and more to look 
at nuclear arms as a “political gimmick and not proper military 
weapons for Great Britain. Though the Board of Admiralty 
never took an official position against deterrence, this opinion 
was x=;idely held, and many Individual officers made their views 
knm^n behind closed doors. These opinions inevitably conditioned 
the Royal Navy's approach to Polaris. 

Sometime in 1959 the Ministry of Defense began to reassess 
the missile program. In the process of this review Mr. Sandy s 
was succeeded by Mr. Watkinson. With Sandys' departure Blue 
Streak lost its most influential advocate. The Royal Air Force 
responded with a high pressure campaign for Skybolt. It was clear 
that the Air Ministry felt the very character of its future hinged 
on the outcome of this argument. In contrast to this fanatical 
line, the Admiralty chose a very restrained course. The Board 
clearly v:as unenthusiastic about Polaris, but at the same time 
recognized its responsibility to assess realistically the character- 
istics of the seaborne system. The results of the Admiralty study 
v?ere communicated to the Defense Committee and the Cabinet. The 
First Lord fully informed these bodies of the reports which the 
Admiralty was receiving from the United States on Polaris and 
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recommended that, it be considered seriously as a successor to 
Blue Streak. The Royal Navy “did its duty and nothing more. 

No pressure was applied and tlie Admiralty made no attempt to 
push the case for Polaris or to point out the weaknesses in 
Skybolt. Unofficially, of course, the politicians v;ere well 
a^-^are of the Navy's reservations about Polaris. In fact many of 
them concurred that deterrence fell outside of the Navy's proper 
role. 

Unlike Skybolt which xms pressed enthusiastically by 
the aircraft industry, Polaris enjoyed no tangible outside 
support. The shipbuilding industry, an ineffective lobby at best in 
Britain, v/as confident in this case that a contract for ballis- 
tic missile submarines would merely replace one for nuclear 
hunter-killer boats. In terms of overall business there would 
be no change. As to the Polaris missiles, they would no doubt 
be manufactured in the United States. The lay strategists v;ho 

saw in Polaris the only truly invulnerable delivery system for 
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strategic weapons \:ere its only enthusiastic advocates. Yet 
they could hardly supply the political strength necessary to ’ 
carry a program involving such heavy capital investment and 
long range strategical commitment. 

In the end it was primarily a natter of vreighing the 
political support. Solely as a missile, Blue Streak demonstrated 
every prospect of being successful. However as a liquid fuel 
missile it vhb.3 immobile and considerable cost X‘;as going to be 
involved in preparing underground launching sites, which v/ould 
still be vulnerable to a direct hit. Even so, it might still 
have won out, if backed by any influential group. Ho\^ever, Blue 
Streak's main advocates, Mr. Sandys and Sir Frederick Brundrett, 
the Chief Scientist of the Ministry of Defense, had moved to 
other departments and their successors took a neutral stand. At 
the same time, Polaris too had few active advocates in the Govern- 
ment. The Admiralty, which would normally be expected to press 
for this system, gave it only token approval. On the other hand, 
Skybolt enjoyed powerful and sustained support. The Guardian 
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coEinented that, from the day Mr. Sandys announced Blue Streak 
would replace manned bombers, ‘’its days were numbered. The 

result was foreordained. 

In the early spring of I960 the Minister of Defense made 
a trip to the United States and conferred v;ith Secretary of 
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Defense Gates. He v/ent to look at both Polaris and Skybolt. 

He was assured that Britain could participate in the development 

of Skybolt and share the operational missile with the United 

States. On April 13 j I960, the British Government abandoned the 

Blue Streak project and announced its Intention to rely on 

Skybolt. Mr. Uatkinson justified this decision on the groimd 

that the Blue Streak’s launching sites would be vulnerable to 

attack by highly accurate Russian missiles and that mobile 
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systems were more appropriate to modern conditions. This 
choice involved the United Kingdom in an expensive and question- 
able development program which never came to fruition. More 
significantly, it delayed for over two years the eventual adoption 
of Polaris. Certainly the Board of Admiralty must accept some of 
the blame for this decision which wasted both time end money. 

However, Polaris did not fade into the background. The 
Government was forced to keep a weather eye on it, Skybolt was 
still experimental. The Ministry of Defense v?as clearly appre- 
hensive over its future. In addition, this airborne missile 
was expected to be adequate only for a short period. By 1970 a 
more sophisticated system v/ould be required. Reinforcing these 
considerations, the first operational Polaris v;as fired from a 
submerged submarine in July i 960 . This event enabled its pro- 
ponents to bombard the Government with reminders of the many 
advantages of seaborne missiles. During the parliamentary debate 
on the Skybolt decision, Mr, V/atkinson told the House of Commons 
that “he had asked the Admiralty to put in hand an urgent study 
of the requirements for British-built submarines capable of carry- 
ing the Polaris type missile,"' Later in the year a committee 
composed primarily of scientists and representing all three Services 
was formed within the Ministry of Defense to look at "deterrent 
w'eapons systems for the 1970’s."'^'^ 
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Meanwhile, the Admiralty attitude tov/ard Polaris was 
gradually changing. ' It v?as rather clear that irrespective of 
the feeling of professional officers the Government was determined 
to maintain an independent deterrent. In the opinion of many of 
the Navy’s scientists the technical problems confronting Skybolt 
were immense and the probabilities of failure were excellent. 

They were convinced that Skybolt was too vulnerable to compare 
with Polaris militarily. They were convinced too that Skybolt 
had been adopted primarily to extend the life of the V-bomber 
force. This did not impress the Admiralty as a tenable reason 
for expending so much money on a second rate system. Also in the 
process of justifying the Skybolt decision a great many misleading 
statements had been made both in the press and in Parliament 
which discredited Polaris and in turn annoyed the Sea Lords. Even 
though they had not pressed for Polaris, they disliked seeing the 
capabilities of seapower undersold. All these considerations led 
the Admiralty to change its position. Although their Lordships 
still disliked assuming responsibility for building a missile 
submarine force, they determined to keep the record straight as 
to the virtues of Polaris. If the politicians insisted on further 
modernising the deterrent, the Admiralty would press on them the 
superiority of a seaborne system over an airborne one. It is 
difficult for tho outside observer to grasp why the Admiralty vja.a 

•7Q 

SO long in coming to this posture.'^ 

The committee appointed to study future delivery systems 
was to experience the results of this nevr approach. For the first 
time the Navy’s representatives took a firm stand, pressing hard 
for the abandonment of Skybolt and the adoption of Polaris if the 
Government v;as determined to continue the deterrent into the 1970’s. 
The Committee, due to basic disagreement bet\ireen Air Force and 
Navy, was unable to concur on any weapon. Nevertheless, it did 
dra’w two significant conclusions. VJhatever system v;as adopted 
the committee insisted that it should be mobile and constantly 
ready to fire. The report then stated that only two systems 
presently in sight would meet these criteria - Polaris or an 
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V-bonbers which vjould be deployed in a continual airborne alert. 

This v;as the first tine that the Admiralty had openly and 
directly disagreed vjith the Royal Air Force on the issue of deter- 
rent weapons. It v:as not the last. This was only the first 
salvo in a bitter argument which to stretch over a number of 
months v;ell into 1962. Using the above recommendations as a 
guide, the Minister of Defense appointed another study group to 
make comparative cost analyses of Polaris and an advanced version 

of Skybolt. This group was composed of civil servants from the 

8l 

Air Ministry and the Admiralty. Its deliberations were based 
on a complex set of assumptions concerning the number of targets 
to be covered, reliability of equipment, strategy, and a variety 
of other considerations. Neither these assumptions nor the 
group’s exact estimates have ever been published. Again, hoi^ever, 
the general frame of the controversy can be sketched. The RAP 
estimated that its system would require about 10,000 men, a 
reasonably low capital expenditure on a small force of bombers, 
and rather high operating costs. The Navy estimated it would 
need some 2,500 men, a largo capital investment in ballistic 
missile submarines and missiles, and much smaller amounts for 
operating costs. Actually any direct financial comparison was 
inconclusive. The group was presumably to look at the ten year 
period of the 1970’s. Staying solely \'fithin that frame of refer- 
ence the Air Force’s estimates appeared to be much lower. On the 
other hand the Navy contended that once the submarines were built 
they would have a useful life of twenty years and on that basis 
a shipborne system would be cheaper since its running costs were 
lov;er. The Air Force countered that twenty years was too far 
ahead to plan. Tho result was an impasse. Again no definite 
conclusions v;ere reached and the group merely submitted the 
opposing cost estimates without interpretation. Although the 
Admiralty v/as still not enthusiastic for Polaris, it was now 
determined to defend the Polaris concept and to insure that the 
G'Overnment received an accurate portrayal of its potentialities. 
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No action was taken on the basis of this report for it v;as 
overtaken by events out of the control of the Ministry of Defense, 

Sometime around the middle of 1962 the British Government 
was informed that the United States was considering canceling the 
Skybolt project. The prospects of success did not appear to 
Justify the escalating cost. Needless to say the reaction was 
traumatic. This cane as no shock to many individuals vrho doubted 
all along that it would succeed. The Royal Navy’s liaison officers 
in Washington had been sending back pessimistic reports on the 
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progress of Skybolt, so the Admiralty was not taken by surprise. 
After recovering from the initial shock and conferring with the 
Royal Air Force, the Minister of Defense asked the Board of 
Admiralty for advice on the proper course. The First Lord out- 
lined three alternatives to the Board, First, it could recommend 
that the Government discard the nuclear deterrent - advice that 
the Prime Minister was not interested in receiving. Second, the 
Admiralty could propose a force of hybrid nuclear submarines which 
would carry six to eight Polaris missiles and also possess an 
anti-submarine warfare capability. Third, it could suggest that 
the Government adopt the U, S, Polaris submarine design intact. 

This ship would mount sixteen Polaris and be assigned solely to 
a missile carrying role. The days of being reluctant were over. 

The Fleet was being thrust into a deterrent role by forces beyond 
its control. The object now was to carry out this mission with 
competence and elan. 

The Board of Admiralty had confidence in Polaris as a 
deterrent weapons system even if it perhaps did not fully share 
the Government’s affection for the concept of deterrence. It 
was more difficult to decide how Polaris should be integrated 
into the Royal Navy, The "hybrid” submarine had been suggested 
"as early as 1953 snd due to the Royal Navy’s lukewarm attitude 
toward Polaris was never given serious consideration. " ^ Nox/ 
it became more attractive. By combining the ASW and deterrent 
roles, the Admiralty could hope to obtain more nuclear submarines 
and to insure the future of its anti-submarine forces. Otherwise 
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there vras little doubt that the nuclear "hunter-killer'’ program 
vrould be pushed back until the Polaris submarines were ‘completed, 
and the Admiralty wished to circumvent that outcome. 

On the other hand, there was a serious question about 
the v/isdom of combining the txro functions in one submarine. 
Certainly a hybrid boat, because of its sise alone, vrould lose 
speed and maneuverability. In turn this would reduce its effec- 
tiveness as an ASW vessel. At the same time it would carry a 
smaller cluster of missiles. This meant that it would sacrifice 
performance in both roles, and probably do neither well. Economy 
also dictated against this alternative. The more missiles in a 
single ship the smaller the cost of placing a specific number of 
missiles on station. This xms a vital consideration, since the 
capital cost of nuclear submarines is high. In the end the Board 
of Admiralty deferred choosing between the two schemes. It ad- 
vised the Minister of Defense and the Prime Minister that Polaris 
v;ould be an eminently satisfactory weapons system and that the 
Royal Navy could carry it off. It further reported the two 
schemes it ims considering, but suggested that a final decision 
be delayed until after further negotiations with the United States. 

By late fall 1962 it was public knowledge that the Skybolt 
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program was likely to be canceled. In December Prime Minister 
Macmillan and President Kennedy met at Nassau, At this well 
publicised conference Her Majesty’s Government concurred in the 
cancellation of Slcybolt, and the United States offered the Prime 
Minister Polaris in its stead. The Nassau agreement has been 
discussed at great length, and it would add little here to resur- 
rect the political pros and cons. Prom the standpoint of the 
British Navy it was a momentous decision which envisaged an 
entirely new role for the Fleet. Although the Admiralty adopted 
Polaris with reluctance, Nassau was the turning point. Thereafter, 
all those charged with implementing this decision devoted them- 
selves to this nev7 task with determination and dedication. 

Once the public clamor died doxm and the Board examined 
the Nassau agreement it was clear that the hybrid submarine v/as 
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ruled out. The Admiralty felt that the clause in the agreement 
committing the Polaris submarines to MTO, except in cases of 
"grave national emergency"^^ would preclude the use of such 
ships for practically any 'duties other than carrying deterrent 
missiles. 

The Board then addressed itself to alleviating the costs, 
for years the root of the Admiralty’s reluctance to accept Polaris, 
The Board argued that the Havy was assuming a nev/ and distinctive 
task which justified increased funds. It even urged for a time 
the establishment of a new and separate category of defense funds 
for deterrent weapons. It reasoned that the Air Force had 
been originally responsible for the deterrent and now the Navy 
was. There was no way to predict which Service would take it 
over in the future. The best way to avoid disruption and to 
facilitate the transferring of this function was to appropriate 
specific funds for deterrent weapons. This was a rather ingenious 
argument designed to assure the Admiralty a large portion of the 
Air Force appropriation. It was clearly so recognised, and was 
soon dropped. However, after some urging the Ministry of Defense 
took up the matter of additional funds with the Treasury, The 
latter abruptly responded that the shift to Polaris would not 
justify raising the defense budget. If the Minister of Defense 
wished to transfer funds between the Services that X’xas his affair. 
Thereupon the Minister of Defense made an executive decision that 
the costs of Polaris would be equally shared by all three Services, 
It is too early to determine how fully that directive will be 
obeyed and exactly what effect the Polaris program will have on 
the rest of the Navy, But certainly this decision has modified 
the Admiralty’s original fears. There is general consensus that 
this v/as a rather remarkable victory under the circumstances. 

On April 6 , 1963 a sales agreement for the exchange of 
Polaris missiles and accompanying information was signed betvxeen 
the U, S, Navy and the Royal Navy. ' Concurrently the British 
Naval Ballistic Missile System Program was created, along the 
lines of the U. S. Navy's Special Projects Office, to supervise 
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all the details of getting British Polaris suhnarines to sea, 

OO 

Four such submarines have been authorized. An ambitious build- 
ing program has been scheduled. The first two boats v;ere laid 
doirn in January t9o4, two more in early 1965 . The first is 
scheduled to be deployed on station by June 1968; the next three 
are due to join her in six month intervals. The Royal Navy is 
promoting this program ifith vigor. There is every prospect that 
the projected target dates will bo mot. But the program is an 
extremely demanding one, generating serious personnel problems 
throughout the Fleet. The difficulty is not so much the total 
number as the number of high calibre people required to man 

ballistic missile submarines. The capital expenses are esti- 
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mated at approximately £300 million. Thus far the funds laid 
out have not gravely hurt the remainder of the Navy. But the 
peak of this expenditure will fall about 1967-68. It v/ill be 
impossible to predict the long range effects of Polaris on the 
rest of the Fleet until the program is further along. Unfortu- 
nately, the cost promises to escalate, and a number of authorities 
believe that, true to the A.dmiralty’s original predictions, it 
v.'ill detract in the end from the Fleet's conventional mission. 

Irreenoctive of this, the Nassau agreement has restored 
the Royal Navy to a pivotal position in the British defense 
picture ccmexdiat similar to that of earlier years. It is now 
engaged in assuming the prim© responsibility for the British 
deterrent and in building up a small but sophisticated force of 
nuclear submarines. At the same time the Admiralty is fiercely 
determined to retain and strengthen the Fleet's conventional 
limited war capabilities. For nothing has happened to dovmgrade 
the importance of that mission In the eyes of the Navy's leaders. 

One can legitimately ask whether the available resources will per- 
mit the implementation of such an ambitious scheme. Nevertheless, 
in 1 963 the future of the P.oyal Navy v;as brighter than it had been 
at any point since World War II. There is little question that it 
has assured itself a position of prominence for some years to come 
and that it has carved out two vital roles for the modern day Fleet. 
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CHAPTER VI 



NOTES 



1 . Much of the data in this section came from three extensive 
interviews with individuals who were connected vrith the 
early days of this program and unfortunately cannot be 
confirned in public documents. In addition the v/riter was 
given access to some notes taken in an unclassified lecture 
by a scientist who was at Harwell in the middle 1950”s which 
described in some detail the historical development of the 
nuclear propulsion effort. Again the writer was asked not 
to cite the source. For a very brief historical treatment 
of the early effort see R. V, Moore and J. Goodlet, "Harv/ell 
Design Study/' The Journal of British Nuclear Energy - 
Conference , Vol , 11, No . 2 (April H95^}j PP* 58-59> Christopher 
Hinton and R. V, Moored "The Nuclear Propulsion of Ships/' 

^id, Voi, IV, No, 1 (January 1959)j pp. 39“50, In view of 
all 'Ghat has been published on nuclear reactors it is shocking 
that there is so little available on the history of the naval 
reactor effort in Britain. 

2. There is an interesting official account published describing 

the establishment at Harwell, Harwell; The British Atomic 
Energy Research Establishment (London: H.M.S.O., 19521. 

3* For the reader v;ho would like some technical, but at the sane 
tine understandable, background on these type of reactors, see 
Hinton and Moore, Nuclear Energy Conference , 

4, Its large size and the graphite core would have also made it 
peculiarly vulnerable to shock. This is an important con- 
sideration in a submarine where every item must be built to 
withstand depth charge attack. In the same vein helium would 
be more difficult to contain than a liquid coolant. 

5« For general information on Britain* s extensive power program 
see Cmd. 9389, "A Programme of Nuclear Povrer/' February 1955, 
(London: H.M.S.O,); Britaln*s Atomic Factories (London: 

H.M.S.O,, 1954); John Gockeroftl "The United Kingdom Atonic 
Energy Authority and its Functions/* The Journal of British 
Nuclear Energy Conference , Vol, I, No. 1 (January 19 5S*), 
pp, 3“12; “3ri‘Ga"in"*~s Third Fuel,*' The Guardian , December 2, 1964, 

pp . 1 1 - 1 8 , . 

6, Gaidar Hall was the first commercial nuclear power station 
built in Britain, and it went into operation in 1956. For 
general information see Calder Hall (London: U.K. AEA, 1958), 
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7. In 1953 the Ship Design Policy Connitteo assigned it a 
Glass II priority - this vias the lov^est available category. 
Theoretically this meant that the program should receive 
resources to match the rate of progress expected, but to 
give way to more urgent demands. Practically the DRPC 
only considered Class I projects. This lack of support 
meant that the Defense Research Policy Committee asigned 
iu no prloritv at all. In turn it was impossible to con- 
vince the ASA^s scientists at Harwell to devote time, money 
or energy to a maritime program. 

8. This attitude of the British people was mentioned in several 
interviews. It should bo mentioned that the Royal Navy 
employed submarines in both t:orld wars, and sex^-eral com- 
piled remarkable records. However, the British submarine 
effort in neither case was extensive enough to draw a,ttention 
from the German U-boats or to make submarine warfare in 
general respectable. 

9« There were naturally some dissident views on this subject. 
However, the bulk of the senior officers were in agreement 
that submarines did not offer the return on the investment 
to Justify the huge expense that a reactor research program 
seemed to involve. This was before the Royal Navy came to 
the U. S, view that submarines v;ere ideal for combatting 
other submarines. 

10. Interview. 

11. The British scientists foresavj a 15,000 to 20,000 shaft horse 
power installation. The Nautilus had a 15,000 SHP plant. 

12. Many senior officers are rather sensitive on the question of 
whether the Admiralty vjas apathetic about nuclear pov;er. 
Inevitably professionals Justify the delay by stressing the 
emphasis put on land-based poxfor producing reactors. For 
example see speech by Rear-Admiral G. A. M. Wilson reported 
in Naval Review , April 1958, p. 225 1 e,nd speech by First Sea 
Lord, Admiral Mountbatten, reported in The Times , January 18, 
1957- Nevertheless, in every interview where this subject was 
discussed at length the respondent agreed that one of the 
prime reasons for the Navy*s late entry into the field was the 
failure of the leaders to push for nuclear power earlier. 

13. This was a special company formed specifically for this Job. 

It included elements from Vickers Armstrong, Rolls Royce and 
Foster Wheeler. 

14. A soro energy reactor is built specifically for research and 
not to furnish povrer or produce fissionable material. For an 
excellent description of Neptune see Journal of the Royal 
Naval Scientific Service . January 195'S, PP* 28-35 • 



15* Interview. 



16. Contracts were signed with Vi clcers-Arn strong Ltd. (Barrow) 
for the hull and vrith Vickers~A.rnstrong (Engineers) Ltd. for 
the machinery. 

17 . Cmd. 9789 j> '“Agreement between United Kingdom and United State 
for Cooperation on Civil Uses of Atomic Energy for Mutual 
Defense," June 1955» For details of amendment see The Times , 
June 1 5 j • 1 956. 

18. Both the Atomic Energy Authority scientists and production 
people vrere constantly lukewar-m to the Navy program. The 
reactor scientists disliked seeing any money or manpov;er 
diverted from land-based reactor research, and also it 
meant that their control over the experimental program 
would be fractured to a certain extent. The production 
group v;as heavily oriented towards the v:eapons program and 
just could not generate any sympathy for v;hat it considered 
a secondary requirement. 

19 . It is by no means customary for the Admiralty to circulate 
reports which throve its oxm equipment in a bad light. 

HoTfever, the Minister of Defense had just accepted the 
Navy’s contention that the Fleet’s anti-submarine capa- 
bility v/as vital to SAGLANT, and the Admiralty felt it 
more Important to save Dreadnought than to keep its ASW 
image unblemished. 

20. For newspaper articles published during this period on the 
threat to Dreadnought see "Atomic Sub Plan Kay be Scrapped," 
Evening News , October 23, 1957, Dally Telegraph , October 26# 
19575 “Check to Bri/tish A.-Ship Plans 7 ^^ "Sunda y Times , 

December 1 , 19575 "Navy to Lose its A-Sub,''’' Daily Express, 
October 25, 1957. • 

21. Translating this general feeling into positive action vras 
rather difficult since the U. S. Navy’s nuclear propulsion 
program is under the control of Vice-A.dmiral H« G« Rickover. 
Until he personally was convinced that information should be 
given to Britain, it was unlikely that an exchange could be 
arranged. For reasons yet unknovm and speculated on at 
great length in Britain, i.dniral Rickover eventually reversed 
his earlier stand and in 1957 decided that the time had come 
to extend assistance to the Royal Navy’s submarine reactor 
program. 



22. Interview 
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23* It vras interesting to note the different ostinates vhich 
respondents gave as to the tine the American reactor saved 
the British in commissioning Dreadnought . They no doubt 
correlated uith the interviewee's perspective. The ninixaum 
estimate was six months given by a scientist in the British 
program. The maximun was five years given by a high ranhinng 
officer who v/as on the Board of Admiralty at the time and 
instrumental in driving through the exchange. 



24, Interview. 

25» Obviously Admiral Rickover made good on his word. 

26. For summary see The Times » July 9, 1958, For the verbatim 
agreement see Cmd, 470, United States, No. 2 (1958). 

27. Although the British preferred a continuing exchange there 
vjera some compensatory advantages to this arrangement. They 
did not have to pay royalties on any future work based on 
knowledge derived from the American plant. The initial 
contract would have required continuous royalties. 

28. A number of respondents suggested tlis.t this change in the 
arrangements, which the British had originally hoped to 
formalise, \ms inspired by the Admiralty's refusal to cut 
back its research program. However, there is certainly 
no tangible evidence of this. Despite the tension and 
difficulties associated v/ith the negotiations the vjriter 
detected nothing but gratefulness for the reactor exchange, 
although several people interviewed v/ho actually participated 
in the negotiations were visibly guarded in their comments. 

The writer nas able to discover only two references in the 
press to any tension between the Royal Navy and Admiral 
Rickover. See New York Ti mes, October 21, I960 and Daily 
Telegraph , October 22, l9ooT~ 

29. Cmd. 949, '‘Statement of the First Lord of the Admiralty 
Explanatory of the Navy Estimates, 1 960-61 , “ February i960, 
p. 13, 

30. Daily Telegraph , September 1, i960. 

31. Cmd. 2270, "statement on Defense 1964," February 1964, p. 16. 

32. Thomas F. Field, "Blue Streak Missile," NATO Journal , February- 
March 1962, p. 27^ 
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33. Mr* Duncan Sandys has clained that the British decision to 
proceed independently uas taken only after the Americans had 
refused to supply ballistic missiles to Britain. This' is 
extremely difficult to credit. The United States in March 
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CHAPTER VII 



POJ.ICY PPOCS'SS 

THg preceding chapters record tHo impressions of an 
American naval officer, with regard to the evolution of the 
British Navy and of its supporting structure of ideas and 
doctrines since 19 ^ 5 * Iel essence, this has been the story of 
hox^ the pressures of foreign affairs, domestic politics and 
technical advances all acting through the nation's governmental 
machinery have continuously and inexorably reshaped naval think- 
ing and policy* Hov;over, to better understand these forces and 
their consequences, one needs to Investigate xflth some care tho 
decision-making process as opposed to the substantive product. 
There are tvro reasons for doing so. 

First, tho political groups vrhich participate in the 
formation of policy and tho administrative arrangements govern- 
ing the relationships between those groups often injoct an 
autonomous input into the process which in itself influences 
the outcome. To appreciate the course of post-v;ar defense 
policies it is essential to examine hovr officials working within 
the organisation interpret events and translate tholr desires 
into action. Secondly, an analysis of tho policy-making machinery 
xfill serve both to test the hypotheses of other political studies 
of the British system and perhaps to suggest nevr generalisations. 
Political structure is central to a political community’s ability 
to exploit opportunities and to overcome obstacles present in its 
milieu. Economic trends, technical developments, and foreign 
pressures may be beyond a government’s power to manipulate. On 
the other hand a national community may have wider effective 
choice regarding organisational arrangements for formulating 
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policy and the people vrho conduct its affairs. In this area 
ceaninsfui generalizations can perhaps bo dravm and applied in 
the future. 

V.'ith this in mind, it is the intention in this chapter 
to look critically at the overall political milieu within v;hich 
the Admiralty operates and to emamino ho\r the structural arrange- 
ments, both political and administrative, influence the final 
product. Once that is completed the next chapter v/ill then focus 
on the Admiralty itself as the governmental structure most specif- 
ically concerned with naval affairs, and especially to examine 
its role in the policy process. 

The Focus of Power 

One striking feature of British defense policy is how 
removed it is from everyday political pressures. At least an 
Americ ^ X amiliar with his ox-m pluralistic government, is apt 
to bo impressed ^;ith the strong position of the Cabinet and 
ministries vis-a-vis Parliament and other groups external to 
the executive structure. This is especially evident in the 
area of defense. Military policy is largely the result of a 
dialogue betv;een the politicians in the Government and the 
involved departments. The many outside elements vdilch are 
presumably interested in defense matters can exercise at most 
only an indirect influence on policy. This feature of British 
rule is xvell knovm to students of comparative politics. The 
intent here is to examine it in the specific context of the 
Royal Navy, for it is basic to understanding the formulation of 
naval policy. 

The essential nature of the British political system 

normally assures the Governaont a tight control ovor a wide 

range of policy. Parliament lacks the independent role played 

1 

by the U. S. Congress. The Prime Minister dominates the House 
of Commons primarily by means of the harsh weapon of party dis- 
cipline. Ke is not only Chief Executive, but also a member of 
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Parliament and leader of the majority party. His ministers are 
likewise chosen from the predominant Party in the House of 
Commons. The Prime Minister sponsors all major legislation, and 
an adverse vote on one of his bills is likely to evoke a disso- 
lution of the House of Commons, and a general election. The 
spectre of dissolution combined with other facts of British 
politics give the Government great Influence over most of their 
party colleagues in Parliament, and operates as a powerful deter- 
rent against defection. Dissolution Isa two edged sword, but 
generally the "back-bencher" stands to lose a great deal more 
than the leaders themselves. Not only does a defector injure 
the party's political reputation which inevitably reflects on 
him, but if he insists on flaunting the leadership he risks 
losing the support of his party. This may entail the loss of 
campaign funds, organizational support and endorsement by the 
party's leaders. In Britain which is much more nationally 
oriented than the United States, this is practically tantamount 
to defeat. The casualties in an election are normally concen- 
trated among the back-benchers. Needless to say, most Members 
of Parliament desire to retain their seats, thereby tightening 
the Government ' s control of their voting behavior. As a result 
"normally it is certain that any Bill Introduced by the Govern- 
ment will pass, substantially in the form in which first sub- 
mitted, whatever splendid oratory, indisputable facts, and 
tight logic may be advanced against it in the Chamber. " In 
essence the focus of political power lies not in the legislature 
but in the Cabinet, 

Buttressing this pattern are both cultural and adminis- 
trative considerations which enhance the Government's power. 

The Cabinet enjoys a great deal of authority and autonomy partly 
because of the widespread British belief that once leaders are 
chosen it is their business to govern and they should be given 
the latitude to do so. This is characteristic of British pol- 
itical behavior in general.^ From a practical standpoint, the 
parliamentary time available is severely limited, and the 
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legislative schedule must be carefully coordinated In order to 
get the necessary business done. This function logically falls 
to the leadership and no matter where public Bills originate 
they are normally sponsored by ministers. Thus the Government 
controls the substance of legislation and the time that Is de- 
voted to It. Ministers together with leaders of the Opposition 
even determine who Is to speak and how much time Is allowed to 
each. It should be stressed that this authority Is rarely used 
to stifle criticism, but nevertheless It gives the Government 
far more control over the deliberative process than Is the case 
In V/ashlngton. Just as Important, the rules require that the 
House cannot amend Government Bills without ministerial approval 
In principle. This device, by preventing significant changes, 
further tightens the Government's control.^ In essence Parliament 
deliberates and debates, but It does not truly legislate, at least 
not In any sense familiar to Americans. 

Although Bills are often debated at great length. 

Parliament has never developed an Investigative function at all 
comparable to that of the American Congress. Individual members 
outside the Government both In the Majority and In the Opposition, 
are deprived of one of the most Important means of obtaining 
Information about the administration of government. They are 
Isolated from the non-polltlcal members (l.e. civil servants, 
military officers, etc.) of the Government by custom.^ Similarly, 
they are not entitled to classified data unless the Government 
chooses to release It. MP's do have the privilege of addressing 
queries directly to Ministers about matters for which they are 
responsible. The first hour of every sitting day (except Friday) 
is set aside for this purpose, and these questions cover a wide 
range of governmental activity. Unquestionably, this device is 
helpful In exposing missteps in the executive branch, and keeps 
the Government on their toes. However, the questions must be 
submitted ahead of time, and Ministers are still not required 
to divulge any information which they choose to withhold. Obvi- 
ously this device is not designed to probe deeply into administrative 
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natters or to substitute for Investigating committees. Needless 
to say lack of essential information drastically reduces the 
Individual legislator's opportunities to exercise his initiative 
or to originate policy. This is particularly the case with 
regard to such matters as the military defense budget, broad 
strategic concepts, force deployments, etc. where the issues 
are without exception complex and in many cases Involve classi- 
fied information. Only the Government is in a position to amass 
the necessary data, to weigh it, and to Initiate an overall 
program. These are regarded as essentially executive functions 
unsuitable for Parliamentary determination, and, in any case, 
beyond the average HP's probable range of information. 

This asymmetrical distribution of influence is demon- 
strated annually when the House of Commons and House of Lords 
consider the defense estimates. Early in each calendar year 
the Government submits a Statement on Defense (popularly called 
the Defense White Paper) which outlines its strategic thinking, 
the suggested size and composition of forces, proposed budgetary 
levels and some general commentary on the state of each Service, 

It is formally debated at some length and then humbly approved 
without modification. 

The defense debate is characteristic of the way in which 
Parliament is largely excluded from direct participation in the 
policy-making process. The Government may take major strategical 
decisions without even informing, much less consulting, the House 
of Commons. Parliament was not consulted on the commitment of 
forces to NATO, on the building of a nuclear deterrent force, or 
on the acceptance of Polaris, Perhaps the most significant 
example was the decision to build atomic weapons, a decision 
never referred to the House of Commons for approval. In the 
United States, Congress can and does make independent judgments 
on tho manpov/er and money requirements of the Services, The House 
and Senate often alter the Government's recommendations. To a 
rather large degree, they serve as power centers which can oppose 
the executive branch's decisions and even legislate in defiance 
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of the President's stated policies. This simply cannot happen 
in Great Britain. Policy-making is a virtual monopoly of the 
Government . ^ 

However, to contend that most MP’s do not centrally 
participate in policy formulation is not to argue that they are 
unimportant or that they have no voice in public affairs. 
“Parliament is both a source of influence, which is frequently 
accommodated by a Government, and a part of the network of 
intellectual activities by which an articulate public external 
to the Government attempts to influence policy decisions through 
commentary and criticism.*’' Although the Cabinet may be able 
to assure Itself the necessary votes on a division, at the same 
time it cannot afford too hostile and sustained criticism from 
its ovm rank and file. The Government operating in a context of 
political consent must always concern themselves about the 
acceptability of their actions. For this purpose. Parliament 
is one of the prime indicators of the nation's political pulse. 
Parliamentary action is primarily limited to debate of major 
policies, but this device serves to publicize the views of the 
parties, to criticize governmental policies and to Illuminate 
areas of disagreement. Debates reveal the strength of the 
Government's support and lay the groundwork for the public re- 
ception of the legislation under discussion. Needless to say 
the Prime Minister and his Cabinet are always interested in 
reducing criticism within Parliament and in tailoring their 
policies to the majority consensus. It is from this source 
that Parliament derives its strength. Nevertheless, this is an 
indirect type of influence which relegates parliamentarians to 
the role of an Important critic. In essence Parliament is only 
“one force in a great complex of forces that press upon and 

Q 

limit those who do govern. " 

The same factors that inhibit Parliament's participation 
in the policy process apply to other groups Interested in defense 
only more so. The primary difficulty is the “lack of access to 
information needed to make valid assessments of the strategic 
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situation, most especially with respect to technology. One 
problem here is the complexity of the technological information, 
and the other is the secrecy which necessarily surrounds sensi- 
tive areas. Moreover, the same ethics which restrict contacts 
between Parliament and the professional, both officers and civil 
servants, apply to other groups as Well. As a result of these 
restrictions few private organizations in Britain study security 
problems. There are no equivalents to the Rand Corporation and 
to the similar private and semi-private organizations in America, 
which concentrate on the analysis of current military policy. 

The closest analogues are a number of non-governmental institutions, 
such as the Royal Institute of International Affairs, and the 
Royal United Service Institution. However, these have practi- 
cally ignored contemporary politico-military matters. The 
Institute of Strategic Studies was founded in 1958 as a private 
research organization for the purpose of studying current defense 
problems, but its efforts thus far have been confined mainly to 
international relations,^® There are no university centers 
specialising in the study of military policy and very few 
university courses dealing with current defense problems. 

"individual scholars with an interest in security problems are 
only slightly more numerous; the fifteen or so books dealing 
’With current security policy, published in Britain between 1946 
and i960, were the product of half that many authors."^' The fact 
is that the intellectual community dealing with military problems 

is very small and includes even fewer "individuals competent in 

1 o 

the technical aspects of military policy." 

There is fairly broad press coverage of defense problems, 
but it seems to be generally agreed that the press has very little 
influence on military planners and administration. Again, lack 
of essential Information is the key factor. Thus the press can 
do little more than comment on policy after it is made, not during 
the process. Furthermore, most press commentary is polemical. 

This typo of advice can hardly carry great weight with the 
official strategist who has wider information and heavier 
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responsibilities. There is a strong tendency for both the 
Intellectuals and the press to address themselves to generalities 
and easily comprehended principles and to neglect the crucial 
issues - such as the technical details of various alternatives, 

the concrete benefits each offers, and above all detailed cost 

1 3 

comparisons. 

Again, as in the case of Parliament, this is not to say 
that the views of intellectuals and the reporting of the press 
are not important - they are. Such commentary is both a source 
of some information and a forum for extending the type of 
criticisms which are voiced in Parliament. Many individuals 
interested in defense affairs have to rely solely on the press 
for information. There is little question that the press plays 
some role in shaping attitudes. Even MP's and civil servants, 
who are not directly concerned with defense affairs, depend on 
newspapers for their basic information and impressions of the 
public mood. That the press does play a significant role is 
best evidenced by the effort which the Government puts into 
Influencing reporting and into rebutting the criticism of 
commentators. Again, however, this acknowledges the press' power 
to shape opinion, not its ability to influence policy-making 
directly. Undoubtedly, an occasional suggestion made by a 
strategist outside the Government wends its way into official 
policy, but this does not refute the basic thesis that outside 
commentators are primarily important as critics and not as 
policy initiators. 

In illustrating the Government's powerful position in the 

policy-making process perhaps another source of influence should 

bo mentioned - pressure groups. Undoubtedly pressure groups are 

an important feature of the British political scene, and in many 

1 A 

areas of public policy they exercise a potent Influence. There 
are several organizations and groups outside the formal structure 
of government which lobby on issues related to defense. However, 
the nature of the channels of Influence and of military problems 
furnishes the Government, at least by U. S. standards, considerable 
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control over, and immunity from, those particular groups 
interested in defense policy. 

There are three v/ays that a pressure group may seek to 
15 / \ 

sway policy decisions. It may; . (1) concentrate on creating 
public attitudes favorable to the group's interests hoping that 
political leaders will in turn be influenced; (2) lobby in 
Parliament in the expectation that sympathetic MP's can influence 
ministers; and (3) consult directly with the appropriate govern- 
mental departments. The first two channels are at best ineffi- 
cient. As already noted, the individual member has little 
opportunity to influence policy formulation. This fact alone 
places any pressure group working through public opinion or 
directly on Parliament several stages away from the actual 
decision-makers. This does not deter pressure groups from 
attempting both to create favorable public images and to gain 
support in Parliament. However, organizations relying solely 
on these channels can rarely exercise a strong influence on 
policy. 

Compared to the American system, this arrangement reduces 
the impact of pressure groups. In the United States government, 
v/hero pov;or is more diffused, pressure groups enjoy nvimerous 
alternative channels for making their presence felt. By gaining 
a firm foothold in a political party, a Congressional committee, 
or in Congress itself, they can sometimes secure decisions 
opposed to the Administration's desires. Since these channels 
in Britain offer such poor prospects, the quickest and most 
effective method of swaying decision-making is to consult directly 
with the appropriate government agency. To say the least, this 
puts the Government in an excellent position to deal with and 
assess the outside organization's influence before acceding to 
its demands. 

Nevertheless, in some areas there are pressure groups 
which exert effective pressure directly on the Government and 
are deeply involved in the policy procossl^ But the principal 
private organizations interested in strategic policy do not 
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enjoy these advantages. Perhaps the most prominent groups 
concerned with defense are the Service associations - the Navy 
League, Army League, Royal Air Force Association and the Air 
League of the British Empire. These organizations are composed 
of retired officers, civilians interested in military affairs, 
a few politicians and some active officers. They have nothing 
to offer in the way of expertise or information which is not 
otherwise available to the Government. Nor does the Government 
have to depend on them to build public support for its policies. 
Consequently, their influence is generally slight, and they con- 
centrate their efforts primarily' on the public and Parliament. 

One respondent, a member of the Navy League, was most candid 
about it ; 

Around the turn of the century we could actually shape 
policy V7hen some of our adherents were influential members 
of the aristocracy and carried great weight in the 
Government's higher councils. That is no longer the 
case. \'Ie reflect policy, not make it. Our primary 
function is to keep the Navy image before the public 
and Parliament, and to see that they are properly 
informed about the Royal Navy. ^7 

This opinion was more or less echoed by officials interviewed 

in the Admiralty, “v^e don't pay too much attention to the Navy 

League, unless there is a crucial fight in progress. In that 

case v/e make sure that it adopts the right line, but there is 

1 8 

no evidence v;hat soever that this has actually helped us. " 

In short the service associations are in no position to exert 
significant pressure. 

A number of economic groups are concerned with defense 
policies. The most prominent are those representing Industries 
vjhlch produce military equipment. However, their influence on 
policy is likewise limited. In the great majority of cases 
strategic policy is not at issue, but they are lobbying for one 
system as opposed to another both of which perform the same 
tactical function. In other Instances, groups are pressing for 
contracts to be let in one area as opposed to another, because 
of the economic benefits to local residents. Perhaps the aircraft 
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industry is interested in changing the specifications on a 
military plane to make its design compatible with civilian 
requirements. This may alter performance characteristics, but 
it seldom changes the basic strategical policy. Again industry 
has very little expertise that is not available within the 
government, and the competition between industrial concerns 
likewise weakens their position. 

It is very possible that the aircraft industry, in its 
campaign to convince the Government to continue building manned 
military aircraft, heavily Influenced the decision to cancel 
Bluo Streak and in turn shaped the nation's strategic policy. 
"However, even this is controversial and cannot be doc\naented. ^ 
in this instance the aircraft industry was in a particularly 
strong position, because of its size, affluence and importance 
to the economy as a v;hole. Also it v/as one of the few times 
that the aircraft companies could reach any agreement among 
themselves on a common goal. 

As to the Navy specifically, industrial groups have had 
little impact. Guns, armor, and ammunition are produced in 
government-ovmed Royal Ordnance Factories. This bypasses private 
lobbyists altogether. Until 1957» the shipbuilding industry was 
oversubscribed and had a continuous backlog of orders. Naval 
v/ork has never been more than a fraction of the total output, 
and since World War II it has remained fairly constant. As a 
result the industry in general has taken relatively little 
interest in pushing Navy programs. The few yards which cater 
to the Navy have been kept occupied. Since i960 shipbuilding 
orders have tapered off and there is some evidence that the 
picture is changing. However, the shipbuilders have never taken 
Government subsidies, nor "have they been as involved in politics 
as the aircraft industry; consequently they have little voice 
v;hore it counts." Aircraft manufacturers, due to a small 
number of planes 'which the Navy buys, have been more concerned 
with the Royal Air Force and on occasion have supported the RAF 
in arguments against the Navy. For example they opposed the 
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Admiralty in its fight for the American Phantom. In essence the 
A.dmiralty has neither found economic groups of great assistance 
in promoting its programs nor haa it been subject to a great 
deal of pressure from them. 

In summary it would appear that pressure groups are less 
important in defense matters than they are in most other areas 
of British public policy, and that this is particularly true 
in the case of the Royal Navy. Like both Parliament and com- 
mentators outside the Government they are important factors 
v;hich must always be taken into account, but they are in no 
sense a direct participant, and rarely an important one, in the 
decision-making structure. 

Finally, it is appropriate to say a brief word about the 
role of unorganized public opinion. In most political systems, 
but especially in those with democratic processes, public atti- 
tudes if firmly enough held can significantly influence govern- 
ment decisions. Illustrative of this is the frequently heard 
statement that politicians are limited by “what the public will 
stand, “ Eo\j much of a factor has this been in British naval 
policy-making? 

The British public has been polled regularly since V/orld 

War II on the major defense issues such as conscription, nuclear 

v/sapons, disarmament and the magnitude of the defense effort. 

In general, these opinion surveys indicate that public attitudes 

21 

place few limitations on defense decision-makers. For example 
throughout the Korean rearmament period the public decisively 
supported the Government's large expenditures on defense. In 
September 1950 at the outset of Korea “agreed" with the 
Government's Increased spending, A year later 64^ Indicated 
that they favored continuing the program even if the Korean \la,v 
ended. As the Government began to advocate defense cut-backs 
public opinion responded accordingly. In 1955 32% of those 
polled favored reductions in defense. By 1957 this figure had 
risen to 50^, and by 1959 an overwhelming consensus (71^) had 
developed for the existing level of ' expenditures. Public 
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attitudes in these instances corresponded closely to Government 
policy and seemed to be little effected by the counter currents 
of criticism. 

The pattern v;as generally the same on the question of 
conscription. In September 1950 a majority of 35% approved an 
extension of National Service from eighteen months to two years, 
and only 33^ objected. Public attitudes generally continued to 
approve this policy throughout the early 1950's. In 195^ 59^ 
indicated that they favored retaining conscription while 35 ^ 
disagreed. By 1956 when leaders of both parties were calling 
for an end to conscription a minority of 3Q% supported it in 
a British Gallup poll. 

Attitudes on- nuclear weapons likewise indicate that the 
Government plays a heavy role in shaping opinion. Polling 
commenced in 1955 and since that date support for unilateralism 
has ranged from 19 ^ to a short time high of 33 ^ in mid- I 960 . 

This figure soon receded to around 20%, At no time have the 
polls suggested heavy or sustained opposition to the possession 
of nuclear weapons. The evidence is not as complete as one 
would like, but it strongly suggests that public attitudes 
toward defense policy are "weakly held, and mass opinion tends 
to shift rapidly following changes of policy to support govern- 
ment decisions. " 

There have been no questions posed in polls relating 
to strictly naval questions. This is to some extent unfortunate, 
because there is a widely held belief that the Royal Navy enjoys 
a special position in the hearts of Englishmen, which protects 
it from the vagaries of politics. Lacking objective data, I 
have had to rely strictly on subjective opinions elicited in 
interviews. Perhaps such evidence is unreliable, but at least 
it has been consistent. There was complete unanimity among 
respondents both in and outside the Admiralty that since V/orld 
¥ar II public attitudes had not effected the Navy's fortunes 
one v/ay or the other. Some attributed this to a decline in the 
Navy’s general reputation and status within the nation, but 
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the great majority insisted that although Britons by nature were 
sympathetic to the Navy this did' not have anything to do with 
defense policy. That was a matter for politicians and the 
Government, and sentiment played no part in the process. This 
was reiterated by the practical professionals in the Admiralty. 
They could not cite one instance of public affection helping the 
Navy in its post-v;ar struggles. On Admiralty civil servant put 
it bluntly: 

I have always been taught that the public favors the Royal 
Na'V7,but it is not obvious at the policy-making level. In 
the hard-headed world of British politics it is Impossible 
to translate sentiment into achievement. Not once has the 
public objected in any strength to post-war cuts in the 
Navy nor has there been any noticeable public support for 
the Navy in its fight v;ith the Air Force. I am confident 
that the public would raise its voice if the Government 
was to put us out of business, but for no other reason. 

\fnen we advertise our case outside Whitehall, we are 
really hoping that it will influence a minister or impor- 
tant advisers, not the public. 

Looking at the policy process as a v:hole, it appears to 
be largely isolated from tho criticisms and pressures of domestic 
politics. The Government as opposed to the non-official groups 
and individuals, enjoys considerable independence in making 
strategic Judgments and, formulating defense policy. To an 
American observer the decision-making structure in this area 
seems relatively autonomous. 



Nature of the Policy Dialogue 



The foregoing discussion has demonstrated that the 
Government and its supporting administrative organization enjoy 
considerable autonomy, at least by American standards, in fashion- 
ing strategic policy and in shaping the basic roles of the three 
Services. However, this is not to say that political chiefs are 
the sole originators of policy or that decisions are made by an 
immaculate heirarchical process where ministers direct and the 
pieces fall into place. It is manifest from the preceding 
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chapters that strategic decision-making although taking place 
within the confines of V.^itehall is nevertheless the resultant 
of a continually varying set of pressures v^hich may reinforce 
or contradict each other and are brought together through 
various channels within the administrative structure, Nov^, let 
us look more closely at this process. 

From certain perspectives the administrative structure 

of a government appears as a corporate entity with power 

relationships carefully delineated and authority flowing in 

one direction from top to bottom. At first look, the British 

pg 

defense structure seems to fit this image. At the top of the 
hierarchy stand the Prime Minister and his Cabinet, collectively 
responsible for the conduct of governmental affairs and the choice 
of a national strategy. At the next level is the Minister of 
Defense who oversees the Chiefs of Staff Committee, the Defense 
Research Policy Committee and the political Ministers of the 
three military departments. 

This structure furnishes the organizational framework 
for conducting military operations, administering the Services 
and formulating strategic policy. The first two functions lend 
themselves to a heirarchical arrangement, for the flow of author- 
ity is strictly in one direction. The Cabinet, often represented 
by the Defense Committee, sets policy guidelines v/hich control 
the budget, composition, and deployment of the armed forces. It 
is the duty of the Minister of Defense to translate these direc- 
tives into hardvrare and ready forces which are at the right place 
at the right time. Operationally he acts through the CSC which 
issues operations orders, directs strategic deployments, and is 
responsible for the conduct of combat operations. In adminis- 
trative matters the chain of command runs from the Minister of 
Defense to the appropriate Service department v/here they are 
handled through regular military routines. This sketch applies 
only to operational and administrative affairs. In these cases 
the general guidelines have already been decided and the remain- 
ing problem is to implement the policy. A heirarchical structure 
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is well suited to these tasks, and in essence they dictate the 
fora of the organization. 

Hoifovor, the focus of this study is neither operational 
or administrative on the main, but rather the evolution and 
making of policy. Although the same structural framework is 
employed for formulating policy, the process itself is basically 
different than that which applies to operational and administra- 
tive natters. In fact it is more legislative in character than 
executive. Samuel P. Huntington in discussing American policy- 
making comments: 

Legislative and executive processes of policy-making do 
not necessarily correspond to the legislative and executive 
branches of government. A policy-making process is legis- 
lative in character to the extent that: (l) the units 

participating in the process are relatively equal in power; 
(2) important disagreements exist concerning the goals of 
policy; and (3) there are many possible alternatives. 26 

This summary also well characterizes the British policy-making 
machinery. We have noted that Parliament does not legislate 
national strategy. This process is a function of the Govern- 
ment. National goals are by no means fixed and immutable. They 
are constantly changing and are determined by officials and 
groups with different amounts of Influence, different interests, 
and different perspectives. In the British Government the 
number of groups and officials concerned v/lth defense policy 
include the three military Services, the Treasury, the Foreign 
Office, the Ministry of Aviation, and various groups pushing 
competing programs. Conflict is inevitable, and the practical 
range of choice may be narrov; or wide. The result is shaped by 
persuasion, bargaining, and political pressures on the interested 
parties. 

The Prime Minister and his Cabinet are responsible for 
shaping strategic programs. As previously emphasized, this is 
one of the principal differences between the British and American 
systems. Final executive authority rests not in one man but in 
a body which is comprised of the Government’s leading ministers. 
As the head of the Government, the Prime Minister admittedly 
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exerts more authority than his colleasues. He even has the 
final word in the appointmont of ministers and determines which 
ones xifill sit in the Cabinet. In its deliberations his voice 
carries the heaviest weight, but this may vary considerably with 
different personalities. ' Nevertheless, the Prime Minister's 

primacy is by no means absolute - Cabinet decisions are taken 

28 

jointly and responsibility for them is shared collectively. 

Constitutionally , the Cabinet is the locus where the 
many strands - economic, political, international, military - 
which form the woof and warp of major policies, are brought to- 
gether and v;oven into the final product. Cabinet ministers 
legally have the final say on policy matters. In practice, they 
actually participate in many of the major strategic decisions. 

But the complexity of modern government requires delegated and 
diffused authority. Many of the same factors that have eroded 
Parliament's power over the Government have likev;ise diminished 
the Cabinet's control over the bureaucracy. 

A century ago the Government was concerned almost solely 
v.'ith collecting and expending revenues, keeping the peace, waging 
war if necessary, and conducting diplomacy. Cabinet members v/ere 
Imowledgeablo on practically all aspects of governmental activity. 
It was possible for them to make policy on the basis of their 
owTi knowledge, to supervise and coordinate governmental affairs 
closely and to make all of the important decisions. This state 
of affairs has changed dramatically. Today the Cabinet sits at 
the apex of a huge pyramid. The Cabinet presides over thirty 
government departments and a number of public corporations that 
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perform a vride range of functions. ^ The civil service grew from 
20,000 in 1832 to over 700,000 in 1950.^*^ Today the Cabinet has 
neither the time nor the specialized expertise to supervise the 
details of administration, to coordinate closely the activities 
betv/een departments and to settle all disputes. It has been 
gradually forced to delegate more and more of its authority to 
lessor bodies. Unlike the United States where political 
appointees occupy many of the top posts, a British department has 
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relatively fewer political appointees, normally only a single 
minister, and one or t\^o parliamentary secretaries. Increasing- 
ly, responsibility for supervision and administrative guidelines 
has overflov/ed from ministers to civil servants or high ranking 
military officers. Likewise, responsibility for coordinating 
departmental activities has come to rest on the departments 
themselves. This accounts for the many inter-departmental 
committees, boards, councils and study groups throughout the 
British government. The Cabinet's role has been effectively 
narrov/ed to laying down "high policy" and acting as "a high court 
of appeal settling such disputes as are brought to it. 

The complexity of modern political government has like- 
wise altered the Cabinet's character and attenuated its authority. 
Members have neither the time nor the ability to research issues 
personally and to become expert on all the varied activities of 
the Government. They must look to sub-committees, statisticians, 
economists, scientists, and other experts for detailed infor- 
mation and technical advice. This inevitably means that the 
questions v/hich they decide are normally Initiated, researched, 
and framed at the departmental level, and then refined as they 
proceed through inter-departmental coordinating groups and 
Cabinet sub-committees on their way to the highest level. The 
final decision is normally no more than approving what has been 
agreed to and recommended by the subordinate groups v^hich possess 
the technical expertise. In some instances, when the interested 
departments develop major differences of opinion which they can- 
not settle among themselves, the problem is taken to the Cabinet 
for resolution. Even in these cases though, it does not really 
initiate policy, but chooses among alternatives on the basis of 
data developed at the lower echelons. 

Choice is further limited by the administrative dependence 
of ministers on other professionals. Policies are implemented 
not by politicians, but by civil servants and military officers 
acting with minimal political supervision. If they are to be 
executed effectively a high degree of consensus within the 
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government is required. The Cabinet’s programs must not only 
have the desired content, but also demand the respect and 
support of tho bureaucracy. This considerably enhances the 
influence of tho departments and the non-political administrators. 

Though ultimate responsibility rests with the Cabinet, 
this diffusion of function results in a decision-making process 
that is a multi-faceted political dialogue between competing 
departments, groupings, and officials, all pressing their 
particular ideas of policy. Each participant seeks support 
for his case among the other parties, and ultimately the Cabinet, 
The more allies ha can muster, the more the final product is 
likely to reflect his views. This process involves bargaining, 
compromise, persuasion. In this manner the many pressures 
which forge strategic policy make their presence f^t, and the 
consensus which is necessary to assure effective implementation 
is reached. 

The nature of this dialogue is well illustrated by the 
Admiralty’s post-vrar maneuvers. Tho Royal Navy is one of many 
organizations v/ithin tho Government constantly pressing for 
attention, enhanced prestige, and above all funds. The Fleet 
both performs a service for the Government and makes demands on 
it. The Navy's advocate in vrnitehall and the focus of all its 
efforts to manipulate events in favor of the seagoing forces 
is the Admiralty. It is the only group v/ithin the executive 
heirarchy v;ith a primary interest in naval affairs. Certainly 
Admiralty civil servants and professional officers have an over- 
riding loyalty to tho country and Government, but even a cursory 
look at its post-v/ar activities suggests that the one fundamental 
and unvarying policy objective of the Admiralty is to insure the 
Navy’s survival. It is manifest from the foregoing chapters 
that every. problem is approached in that frame of mind. This 
v/as illustrated most dramatically during the 195^-57 period when 
many Navy leaders were developing genuine personal doubts about 
the Fleet’s future usefulness. However, "v/e never put the question 
that way. Instead \/e v/ere constantly asking; \^hat must bo done 
so that the Navy can make a major contribution to defense? 
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In turn the Admiralty plays a central role in stimulating 
and shaping naval policy. It has been the Sea Lords who have 
continuously evaluated technical developments, foreign threats, 
and the domestic political parameters. It is the Sea Lords v;ho 
have initiated changes in the Fleet’s strategic rationale. Only 
rarely have outsiders directed the Navy to fulfill a certain role. 
Instead it has been a key function of the Admiralty to prove the 
Fleet’s usefulness and to tailor it to the demands of the times. 
The general war role v;hich the Admiralty was striving to fulfill 
in the early 1950’s v;as fashioned by the Navy’s professional 
leaders and not the political chiefs or the Cabinet. Even after 
1957 v:hen the Minister of Defense took a greater interest and a 
stronger hand in the details of Service policy, the Admiralty’s 
basic function did not change. Mr. Sandys did not direct the 
Royal Navy to alter its thinking. Instead he Informed the Sea 
Lords that economy v;as the order of the ds.y and subjected their 
demands and arguments to searching scrutiny. If the Navy was to 
survive it was Incumbent upon the Admiralty to reorient its 
thinking and to evolve a revised role for the Fleet in the light 
of theao realities. In short, it is the Navy’s ovm professional 
leaders who carry primary responsibility for delineating naval 
policy, and no one else. 

The concept of mobile task forces which could project 
both land and air pov/er and which were ideally suited to meet the 
threat of brushflre actions and local outbreaks v;as injected into 
strategic policy by the Admiralty. All the appurtenances for 
making these task forces effective entered the British defense 
picture via the Admiralty. These developments were not initiated 
to meet a specific national requirement. The process was more 
involved than that. They were evolved by an Admiralty that was 
striving to keep the Navy in the defense picture, and they in 
turn helped alert the nation to the problems of limited war. 

There was considerable controversy ovor the proper balance 
betv/een nuclear and conventional forces. This issue involved 
many considerations - national prestige, the intentions of the 
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Comnunist pov/ers, the noney and manpower costs involved, the 
stato of nuclear v/eaponry, and others. The Sea Lords’ recommenda- 
tions vrere an important element in convincing the Government not 
to discard conventional forces and to retain a military posture 
East of Suez. This is an excellent example of the Admiralty’s 
role in defining national goals as well as in providing means 
for achieving them. 

In only one instance in the period covered v;as a signif- 
icant naval project initiated outside the Admiralty. Th.at v;as 
Polaris. In this case the political leadership believed that 
its future rested on the continuance of the deterrent and that 
it had a clear mandate for this policy. Even so the Government 
looks to the A.dmiralty to initiate naval programs and the lack 
of support among the S©a Lords unduly delayed the turn to Polaris. 
By the time of the Nassau Conference the Navy’s leaders had altered 
their position on this v/eapon system, a change that facilitated 
its adoption. Undoubtedly the Government could have forced 
Polaris on the Fleet against its will, but it is an Indication 
of the way the policy process functions that without Admiralty 
support the other alternatives v;ere tried first. Without the 
Sea Lord’s change in attitude it seems unlikely that the Polaris 
program could have been implemented as successfully as it has been. 

Initiating ideas, projects and strategic concepts is only 
part of the Admiralty’s function. If it is to represent the Navy 
effectively, the Admiralty must shepherd its projects through the 
political labyx''inth and convert them into approved national 
policy. At this point the Navy's leaders assume the role of 
legislators. They must cultivate sufficient support among the 
concerned departments and ministers to convince the Cabinet that 
their recommendations should be adopted as policy. The techni- 
ques employed and the point of focus vary with each case. De- 
pending on the gravity of the issue, efforts may be concentrated 
ciny one of a number of levels - the CSC, the Ministry of 
Defense, the Defense Committee. Likewise, a variety of political 
techniques ranging from mere persuasion to bargaining cay be 
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employed. Nevertheless the objective is always the same - to 
build an effective consensus x^rlthin the executive structure. 

The groundwork for less controversial programs can 
normally be laid at the CSC level and more often than not it 
is only a matter of seeking agreement. Throughout the post-war 
era, as previously noted, the Navy has experienced little diffi- 
culty in pushing through AS¥ frigates and destroyer programs. 

There was general concurrence among all three services that 
this v;as a vital function and one unique to the Navy, As long 
as the projects did not require an increase in Navy appropriations, 
the CSC has approved these requests \^ith little dissent. In most 
cases the support of the three military departments has been more 
than sufficient to make the approval of the Minister of Defense 
and the Defense Committee a mere formality. 

In other areas the Navy has had to bargain and compromise 
to Insure the support of the CSC. In the case of the commando 
carrier and assault ships the Navy changed a number of the orig- 
inal specifications to insure that these ships v/ould be suitable 
for transporting army troops and thereby met the Army's desires. 

As a result CSC support v/as soon forthcoming. Often the CSC is 
the scene of hard bargaining as well as mild negotiation. Perhaps 
the clearest example vjas the Navy's insistence on approval of the 
concept of broken-backed warfare before it xrould give its blessing 
to deterrence. In both of the above cases the approval of the 
CSC the crucial stop in creating the necessary support. 

Of course, the more dramatic examples are those where 
the Admiralty cannot achieve consensus at the Chiefs of Staff 
level and must carry its case further up the chain. Perhaps the 
most illustrative was the carrier fight of the early 1960's. The 
Royal Air Force refused to endorse the need for a new carrier. 

It rejected the Admiralty's case on both military and economic 
grounds. The Navy's leaders were then forced to appeal to the 
Minister of Defense for support, and once this w’as won to seek 
additional allies on the Defense Committee . This is an excellent 
example of the political technique of asking for more than one 
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can expect so that there is rooa to bargain. The Board's original 
request for four carriers v/as steadily pared in return for wider 
support. In the end it v/as the Treasury v/hich proved to be the 
critical stumbling block. In order to get that vital support, 
the Admiralty settled for one ship. 

Throughout this long struggle, the Admiralty used every 
technique available. The emphasis was on the logic of the Navy's 
case. Meanwhile, hov/ever, the Navy's leaders were carrying on 
private campaigns presenting arguments to their contacts in the 
Foreign Office, Treasury and Commonv;ealth Relations Office in 
the hope of gaining the support of these departments. Several 
scientists in the Ministry of Defense v;ere enlisted in the 
Navy's cause and used as “impartial" ambassadors. Discreet 
attempts v;ere made to build a favorable case for the carrier 
in Parliament and the press. Each of these steps v;as designed 
to \-:oo the Defense Coiamittee's approval. In the end the 
Admiralty’s "legislators" v;ere successful in pushing through 
their program. 

These examples suffice to indicate the nature and 
importance of the Admiralty’s role in the governmental structure. 
In addition to their many duties concerned with operating and 
administering the seagoing forces the Navy's leaders - political, 
professional, civil servants ~ also play an essential role as 
legislators in the national policy process. They consider them- 
selves the custodians of the Navy's future, and in this capacity 
they bear the responsibility not only for originating nev; policies 
involving the Fleet, but for legislating them into being. Their 
success in this endeavor rests not only on the logic of their 
arguments and their skill in presenting them, but also on their 
political influence and their ability to muster meaningful 
support v/ithin the Executive, 
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Criticisins 



The security structure has heon the object of 
considerable criticism since Even today this controversy 

shov;s fov signs of abating. Both policy-makers and non- 
governmental commentators have consistently decried the lack of 
a unified policy. Normally they blame this on the lack of 
inter-Service consensus. Although one is led to suspect that 
most of this criticism reflects more a disagreement v/ith the 
policy itself than with the machineryj it has struck a responsive 
chord among lay and professional strategists who seem to share 
the belief that any problem can be solved by rearranging an 
organisation's structure. This fetish has been reflected in 
the Government’s continual puttering with the defense machinery. 

The first significant post-war step was taken in \9k6 when 
the nev; post of Minister of Defense tras established and the Defense 
Committee vxas created to act on or at least screen policy matters 
for tho Cabinet. The formal objective was a “unified defense 
policy for all three services. This arrangement did not live 
up to the hopes of its designers, and it v;as only a matter of 
months before the machinery was under fire. Field Marshal 
Montgomery in writing of his experience as Chief of the Imperial 
General Staff between and 19-^8 insisted that he could recall 

“only one case of real unanimous a.greement in the Chiefs of 
Staff Committee ... in all other cases agreement v^as reached 
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by compromise. This was just the tjrpe of comment that stimu- 

lated critics. ’ They called for a reappraisal of the structure 
citing both failure of the Services to agree and resort to 
solution-by-compromise as evidence of the system’s failure. 

With the onset of Korea and the increased availability 
of funds, attention was diverted from organisational matters. 
However, by the mid-1950's these were back in the center of the 
arena. The progressive cuts that Churchill made in Labor's 
rearmament program had stimulated Service opposition. The 
explosion of a British atomic bomb had generated some basic 
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differences among the military planners as to the character of 
another major viar. It v;as well-knovm that the broken-backed 
concept v/as the result of a significant compromise between the 
Services and that the, introduction of fusion v;eapons had aggra- 
vated intor-Servico tension. In the 1955 defense debates no 
less than seven speakers saw fit to criticize the administrative 
structure. Even one of the Navy's own, Vice-Admiral Hugher- 
Kallett, speaking as a Conservative backbencher denounced the 
inter-Sarvice competition and advocated unification of the 
Sorvicos as the only means of ending the "interminable and 
sterile arguments that have gone on so many years betv;een the 
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champions of the Navy and the champions of the Royal Air Force. 
There v/as almost a consensus that firmer political control of 
the decision-making process v;as needed. 

Starting with Mr. Eden and culminating v/ith the 1958 
reorganization a number of steps v;ere taken to strengthen further 
the oosition of the Minister of Defense and to expand his role 
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in the policy process. These steps have been described earlier. 

Again the objective vv'as to increase the control of the political 

chiefs over Service relationships. It is well known that the 

military departments considered these changes a grave threat to 
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their autonomy and bitterly resisted them. It was heralded by 

others as a great stride tov/ards eliminating inter-Service rivalry 
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and policy-making by compromise. 

Hov/ever, these organizational changes did not eliminate 
the discontent. Under Mr. Sandys, defense policy evoked just as 
much if not more criticism than that of his predecessors and 
precipitated the first genuine post-v/ar split on defense Issues 
betv/een Labor and Conservative parties - the controversy regard- 
ing the relative balance botv/een nuclear and conventional forces. 
Fuel was added to the flames by the cancellation of Blue Streak, 
the subsequent abandonment of Skybolt, the argument over a 
common fighter aircraft and the Navy's struggle for a nev/ 
carrier. Predictably the defense critics turned their attention 
once again to security organisation. By the early 1960's their 
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demands ranged along the usual scale from more uower for the 
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Minister of Defense to complote unification of the Services. 
Throughout the entire period 1 9^S to 1 963 there was a tendency 
among commentators to .blame policy weaknesses on either organi- 
zational structure or Service rivalry, and to advocate more 
centralised control as the remedy. These views x-^ere shared to 
a great extent by the policy-makers themselves as v;itnessed by 
the consistent trend within the Government tov;ard tightening 
political control of the military. 

However, the organizational changes effected have yet to 
eliminate the symptoms, which suggests more profound structural 
'weaknesses. One is moved to query whether the cure fits the 
disease. It is my intention to select the txiro major criticisms 
normally leveled at the policy process and to examine them in 
the light of the data in the preceding chapters in an effort 
to test their validity. Such an analysis should help to indi- 
cate the limitations of organizational reform. 

( 1 ) Service self-interest and Service rivalry are the 
bas5,c causes of nolicy inadequacies . In one interview vzith a 
prominent British Journalist and author, the Royal Navy v;as 
castigated at great length for its partisan approach to defense 
policy. This respondent said in substance: 

The Admiralty alviays begins by asking what is the 
Navy's role in the defense picture. This is a misguided 
question. The basic query should always be: X'rhat does 

the country need for its defense? If the answer leaves 
the Fleet with nothing to do, that is too bad, but every 
problem should still be approached in that fashion. 
Unfortunately, if you ask the wrong questions, you are 
bound to get, the v;rong answers. 

This comment, in my experience, rather accurately represents 
a large sector of informed opinion in Great Britain. There are, 
of course, other 'ways of putting the same point. One critic will 
condemn "vested interests" and another the "inter-Service compe- 
tition."’ Looking at the Navy’s post-war experience, what can 
be said 'about this issue? 

First and foremost it is true that the Admiralty is 
primarily motivated by self-interest. It is the Navy's official 
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advocate and the Fleet’s guardian. Its every thought and 
action is designed to pronote the Royal Navy. In this sense 
the Admiralty is a vested interest. It has all the character- 
istics of any large organisation dedicated to staying in busi- 
ness, and these are intensified by the enphasis which is placed 
on loyalty, tradition and discipline. Correspondingly this 
means that the Admiralty v;ill use all the devices available to 
it in advancing its projects, recommendations and ideas. The 
political and legislative character of the policy process in 
the British Government has already been noted at some length. 
Decisions and policies are the product of compromise, and 
there are unquestionably instances of the Navy’s influence and 
intransigence injecting ill advised elements into British 
policy. Hov/ever, this does not necessarily validate the critics’ 
claims. The crucial question is whether organizational self-interest 
makes for a better or \;orse overall defense policy. 

The Navy's experience is most emphatic in this regard. 

There is no question whatsoever that the inter-Service com- 
petition and self-interest have improved the quality of the 
Admiralty’s contribution, and in turn the final policy product. 

The most illustrative example is the conversion v/hich took place 
in the Admiralty’s thinking from 1195^ to H957. The introduction 
of hydrogen weapons, the emphasis on the deterrent, and the Air 
Force’s aseendanc^/’ stimulated a serious reappraisal which had 
several beneficial results. The Navy’s rather desperate search 
for a new and meaningful role led to its conversion to a limited- 
war philosophy and the subsequent tailoring of the Fleet to ful.- 
fill this role, A number of notev/orthy Individual developments 
follov;ed - the commando carrier, assault ships, guided missile 
ships, aircraft configured for troop support, afloat logistic 
support. All these v;ere progressive naval steps Inspired by the 
Navy’s interest in surviving as an important element of British 
defense. 

Irrefutably the Navy benefited; did the nation too profit 
from this chain of events? The Navy’s search for a new role was 
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one of the important pressures calling attention to the nation's 
overseas responsibilities, the problems of limited v;ar and the 
need for conventional forces. In this respect its arguments 
played a vital part in the fight over the balance between con- 
ventional and nuclear forces and contributed to the shaping of a 
vital political goal - the decision not to withdraw from the 
responsibilities East of Suez. Similarly, the Admiralty's 
initiative offered the Government a choice of instrximents for 
carrying out this policy. Combined with the strategic reserve 
the concept of mobile task forces was to make this policy feas- 
ible. No matter how strongly the Government desired to play a 
role in tho Middle and Far East the traditional methods xfere no 
longer practical, and it could not carry out such a policy v;lth- 
out nev; militarj^ concepts. The Admiralty’s mobile task forces 
made it possible for tho Government to retain a military presence 
in tho area and at tho same time to reduce its reliance on fixed 
bases. There are those who no doubt contest the wisdom of 
Britain’s commitment East of Sues, but tho fact remains that it 
has grovm steadily among British priorities and is today supported 
by both parties, the public, and by most lay strategists. The 
Admiralty played a key role here. Although tho primary incentive 
was self-interest the nation benefited. 

Per purposes of Illustration it is instructive to approach 
this train of events from another perspective. The analysts v;ho 
were condemning tho Admiralty's obstinacy in 1954 had in mind 
primarily the problem of general nuclear v/ar. They were criticiz- 
ing the Fleet's ability to contribute in such a conflict. They 
argued either explicitly or implicitly that if the Admiralty 
v;ould view the problem from a national perspective it would leave 
the field oo the Royal Air Force and Bomber Command, \7hat \could 
have been tho result if the Admiralty had heeded this advice? 

No doubt the carriers would have been phased out of commission, 
and the Fleet Air Arm most likely eliminated. There would have 
been no naval planes available for Suez and very little incentive 
for the sweeping review of Admiralty thinking which took place 
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in the middle 1950*s» Perhaps Suez or other events v/ould 
nevertheless have demonstrated the need for amphibious craft, 
aircraft carriers and conventional naval forces, Hov:evor, to 
rebuild such forces from scratch and to recruit and train the 
necessary p-^rsonnel \/ould bo prohibitively expensive and 
would require years of effort. 

This is an excellent example of vested interests 
counter-balancing in some degree uncertainty of national think- 
ing, and provonting a sudden change of policy which night have 
been harmful in the long run. Certainly nuclear weapons were 
significant and destined to assume an important place in 
British defense, but there x/cro too many unknovms in the 
situation to Justify a total commitment to deterrence as later 
events have demonstrated. Yet the only thing that prevented 
such a decision was the combined resistance of those elements 
of tho government that, for whatever reasons, did not bellevo 
in it. If by a coherent or unified policy the critics mean a 
single minded policy which allows all the effort to be channel- 
ed toward one goal and implies full agreement among the inter- 
ested parties, then Britain did not have one, and the Navy was 
partly responsible. On the other hand the nation did have a 
policy x-;hich acknowledged that the v;ay ahead v;as not altogether 
clear, and left some freedom of maneuver if nuclear weapons did 
not prove to bo the sole answer. 

In retrospect, a number of Admiralty projects can be 
Justly criticized, Tho vast expenditures during Korean rearm- 
ament on minesweepers, tho insistence on retaining a huge 
reserve fleet into the late H950*s, and the failure to pare doxm 
the shore installations are the most prominent. EovrevQr, these 
were rarely the object of criticism, and the first tv;o projects 
had a great deal of support throughout the executive among 
political leaders. Perhaps the Admiralty’s most serious errors 
x^ore ones of omission not commission. The Navy v;as late In 
entering the nuclear propulsion fiold, in pressing for high per- 
formance aircraft to attack land targets and, of course, Polaris. 
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Kowover, these nistahes can be attributed to the failure of the 
Sea Lords* to appreciate their iaportance and not to the 
Admiralty’s unprincipled drive for self-enhancement. In fact it 
v;as the Admiralty's fear for its future that did push it into 
the nuclear propulsion field eventually - again primarily a 
question of self interest - and this development subsequently 
made the adoption of Polaris possible. 

Polaris deserves separate mention. A.s pointed out in 
Chapter VI the Ministry of Aviation v;as responsible for ballistic 
missile rosoarchj for \-j’hich the Navy tools no responsibility and 
exhibited little Interest. About 1958 a crucial decision was 
made to discontinue research on solid fuel propellants and to 
concentrate on the liquid fuel Blue Streak. This decision, 
closing out any possibility of developing a British shipborne 
missile, proved to be a costly mistake. It is interesting to 
speculate what would have happened if the Royal Navy's scientists 
had been more closely identified \rlth this research or if the 
Admiralty had had its ovm ballistic missile program. Great 
Britain might possibly have had a seaborne missile much earlier 
and have avoided the Blue Streak and Skybolu fiascoes. The 
United States government v/ent through much the same evolution, 
and only the persistence of the U« S. Navy avoided a similar 
mistake. The only persons with a deep concern in making a solid 
fuel missile v;ork v;ere those interested in sending missiles to 
sea - U. S. Navy scientists and technicians. Under their guid- 
ance the problems were overcome and the result was Polaris. This 
v/as a clear-cut case of self-interest x-^orking in America's 
national interest. 

A balanced appraisal seems to indicate that Service 
rivalry may facilitate adjustment and Improve the quality of 
policy by injecting into the decision-making process a degree 
of competition and diversity. Separatism assures that problems 
x;ili be looked at from varj^ing perspectives. It likev;iso pro- 
motes full discussion and criticism within the defense establish- 
ment. In addition, it encourages the individual Services to seek 
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continually for no^^r roles and methods. This in turn offers the 
Government a wider range of alterna,tives and increases its 
freedom of action in formulating policy. At this point it 
should bo strongly emphasised that thoso comments apply only 
to the policy-making aspects of the security establishment. To 
say that the inter- Sei’Vice competition improves the quality of 
security policy is not to say that there are no valid reasons 
for encouraging an amalgamation or closer coordination of the 
three Services. It could perhaps be argued with some justifi- 
cation that operationally and administratively there is a great 
deal to be gained by further unification. Ko^^ever, this study 
has not concorned itself with those aspects of the military 
picture. The major interest here is in policy formulation, and 
from that perspective there is something to be said for Service 
rivalry. 

Before proceeding to the next subject I shall comment 
briefly on a subsidiary assertion that alv/ays goes hand-in-hand 
xirith the criticism of vested military interests. This is the 
argument that centralized control will eliminate rivalries 
v;ithin the defense establishment. Experience refutes this pro- 
position. Since Mr. Sandys first asserted his newly-granted 
authority in 1957 the focus of the defense dialogue has shifted 
from the CSG to the Minister of Defense, but this has not moder- 
ated the inter-Servico conflict. On the contrary both the 
amount and intensity of wrangling has increased. In 1957 the 
A.ir Force went to groat efforts to undermine the Navy’s case for 
naval aviation and to encourage Mr. Sandys in his threat to phase 
out the carriers. As long as the CSC was the major arena, the 
Air Force v;as never able to exert the pressure it desired and, 
despite its v'ell knovm hostility to Navy carriers, never pressed 
its case to the limit. Hoxjever, Sandys offered it another lever, 
and the campaign x^as vigorously accelerated. 

On the Navy’s part there is clearly no evidence that the 
Minister’s increased supervisory pox>;ers attenuated its partisan- 
ship, Finding its channel through the OSO less effective, the 
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Admiralty not only made every effort to persuade Sandys with 
logic and persistence; it went to groat lengths to enlarge the 
debating foriua and to put outside pressure on the Minister - 
even to the point of violating the time honored taboos prohibit- 
ing professionals from going outside the heirarchy. The Fairlead 
Conference held at G-reenwich to brief industrialists on the Navy’s 
future plans T;as a thinly disguised attempt to enlist civilian 
support. During the Sandys regime there is little doubt that the 
Sea Lords used Commonwealth governments, press leaks, the prestige 

of retired officers, and a variety of techniques to bolster their 
44 

case. Here v;as a Service fighting for its ovm Interests harder 
than it ever had before. 

The Navy vac. by no means unique. The Sandys era was 
characterized by intense bickering. All three branches cast 
aside many of their traditional inhibitions in order to promote 
their ovm self-interest. George Brovm, Labor’s chief spokesman 
on defense at the time, commented: ‘®¥e . . . have had almost 

every member of the Services ’ team making quite sure that their 
particular angle on vrhat was happening was well knot-zn and vrell 
publicized. ‘ A few years later, referring to this period, 

Brovm observed that “the Service Chiefs spoke in public, against 
all traditions, taking that xdsk in order to get aro’und the 
Ministers x/hom they could not persuade in private. *' Not ail 
this activity was provoked solely by the Minister of Defense's 
increased power or intended to obstruct him. No doubt some could 
be traced to accident, personal reasons and even to the Goverrmient 
v;hich launched an occasional trial balloon. However, there is 
.practically unanimous agreement that this period was marked by 
extreme partisanship. 

It was a time of cut-backs and retrenchment that no doubt 
contributed to the competition. Still, that in itself is not a 
sufficient explanation. Starting about 1959, the proportion of 
the GN? allotted to defense has remained relatively fixed, but 
there has been no significant reduction in inter-Service tension. 
In fact tv70 of the bitterest policy struggles since World War II 
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wero those concerning Polaris and the Navy’s new carrier. There 
are no doubt a number of factors which contribute to the inten- 
sity of the policy-making process, but one conclusion seems 
irrefutable - increased executive control neither eliminates 
such bickering nor does it convert Service leaders into docile 
non-partisans. 

This conclusion is reinforced by a quick glance at the 
Navy itself. Even v;ith its deeply rooted traditions of loyalty 
and heirarchical discipline, there are strong divisions of 
opinion within the Admiralty, and continued struggles take 
place bet\;eon these elements. Conflict is just as character- 
istic of the Admiralty as it is of the structure as a whole, . 
For the first fov years after the x;ar the aviators waged an 
intense fight for a stronger voice in the Navy’s affairs. 

Despite the fact that the Admiralty 118.3 late in entering the 
nuclear propulsion field there were nevertheless a number of 
individuals within the Nat'y pressing hard for atomic submarines. 
The same was true of Polaris. Today the situation is reversed; 
there are a number of individuals who would prefer to have the 
Navy withdraw from Polaris. The Admiralty is admittedly more 
successful at keeping its struggles I'/ithin the confines of its 
oirn organisation. But this does not rebut the fact that there 
are contradictory vested interests within the Navy which compete 
with each other constantly. As strong as the command structure 
is it has not eliminated such In-fighting. Moreover, it has not 
been as concerned over it and has chosen instead, as far as 
policy-making goes, to give voice to the various interests in 
■the Navy through the device of collective leadership. It would 
be folly to contend that the Navy structure is as loose as the 
Government * 3 , It is just as foolish, however, to argue that 
centralised control i7ill successfully repress vested interests 
and eliminate inter-Scrvico competition. Experience suggests 
that conflicts of this nature will be present no natter v.'hat the 
form of the organization. 

(2) ConBromif^Q is an ungatisfo-ctorv way to make policy 
and should be renl-aced by he5.rarchical control . To argue that 
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self-interest and conpstitiori play a positive role in the policy 
process is not necessarily to condone unrestricted bargaining. 
Needless to say this has been one of the najor complaints of 
outside observers. John Stracliey, Labor M? and a former 
Secretary of State for Nar, expressed it succinctly: “if ve 

divide up those limited resources fundamentally in such a v;ay 
that no admiral j general j or air marshal is offended, ue shall 
not got a very happy result. Strachey was primarily directing 

his attach at inter-Service rivalry, but the above statement 
refers not to the interests themselves, but the manner in which 
they are translated into policy. He is objecting to a policy- 
mahing system that depends purely on compromise and bargaining 
betv:een the three Services for its military inputs. 

Does the Navy’s post-war experience affirm or disaffirm 
Strachey’ 3 charges? It is more difficult to evaluate this 
aspect of the policy process than the proposition discussed above, 
because the evidence is not so clear cut. Nevertheless, it is 
possible to make certain fruitful observations. The first few 
years after World War II are not very instructive In this re- 
gard. All three Services continued to rely on ’wartime equipment 
for several years. Strict economy v/as the order of the day and 
precluded any significant changes. Moreover the energies of 
all three branches of the military were absorbed by demobili- 
sation and the conversion to a peacetime status. Surprisingly 
it was a period of little controversy. However, with the re- 
lease of funds in the early 1 950 ’ s and the introduction of 
atomic weapons the military i/as presented with difficult policy 
choices. In turn Service friction increased. It is useful to 
examine the Navy’s maneuvers in this period. 

The defense reorganisation in 19^-6 vbs intended to 
provide an additional level of political control for the three 
Services as a i/hoio in the person of the Minister of Defense. 

He w^as assigned three main responsibilities : (1) administration 

of inter-Service organizations j (2) resolution of questions of 
general administration on which a common policy for the three 
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Services was desirable; and (5) "apportionnent in broad outline, 
of available resources betireen tlie three Services in accordance 

hO 

v'ith the strategic policy laid down by the Defense CoiEinitteo* 

On paper this mandate appeared more than adequate; in practice, 

it proved somewhat illusive* The Minister had a very small staff 

and no planning or information gathering services of his ovm. 

He iras forced to rely almost entirely on the combined advice of 

Service minister and Chiefs of Staff, each of whom had his own 

organisational and information resources. Outside of very general 

guidelines or a specific decision on a particularly significant 

issue the Minister had little control over policy. His authority 

v;as exercised mainly by laying dovrn budgetary restrictions. Due 

to the lack of detailed information his decisions tended to be 

arbitrary with little consideration for the dovetailing of 

Service programs. For example fiscal cut»backs would be split 

OQualiy across the board without attempting to determine what 

this would do to each department or if one branch could afford 

4Q 

it more than another* 

The result v;as that the focus of the deeisicn-making 
i7as the CSC. It vras there that projects were debated; facts 
compared; and the overall strategy formulated. Its decisions and 
advice with rare exceptions X7ore approved by the Minister and 
formed the military basis for Defense Committee decisions. The 
Minister's mandate did not permit detailed interference in the 
affairs of the individual Services, and his ovm facilities did 
not allow him to compete \fith those of the CSC. The result was 
foreordained. The great bulk of decisions were the result of 
bargaining, negotiation, and compromise hammered out v;ithin the 
CSC. Throughout the early 1950's considerable criticism was 
leveled at this procedure, usually by individuals who were dissat- 
isfied with policy content and preferred to direct their complaint 
at the machinery. Those who agreed with the nation's defense 
policy, and there v/ere a great many, could find little w^rong v;ith 
the mechanisms* However, in examining the Navy's experience it 
becomes obvious that there was come merit in these criticisms. 
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and there v;as a pressing need for stronger political leadership 
at the intor-Service levelo 

This is graphically illustrated by the ilavy's approach 
to the NATO Strike Fleet and subsequent conversion to a limited 
war strategy* When NATO was formed, the Admiralty v;as in full 
accord v.'ith its objectives and eager to cooperate in every way. 
Once SACLAWT began to organise his forces the Royal Navy contrib- 
uted enthusiastically. Although there v;as considerable debate in 
the Admiralty over SACLANT*s plans for developing a strike fleet 
to participate in the initial nucloar attacks, the Sea Lords con- 
cluded that on balance it was a viable scheme and committed their 
forces to it. This decision was approved by the CSC and in due 
course became national policy. Prom that dato the Admiralty vras 
beset with ever increasing doubts as to the wisdom of a large 
seaborne force closing the enemy’s coast in the early days of a 
nuclear v;ar. Many of the Navy’s plamers believed that the 
Fleet \rould be running an undue risk, considering that it could 
make only a marginal contribution to the nuclear exchange. They 
contended that the Fleet should be saved for broken-backed 
operations and the protection of the sea lanes. With the intro- 
duction of the hydrogen bomb this thinking soon became predomi- 
nant. 3y 1955 there were few senior officers in the Royal Navy 
vjho subscribed to NATO's strike philosophy. 

A feeling of uneasiness pervaded the Admiralty and, as 
previously noted, the leadership began a vigorous search for a 
new role. As earlj^ as 1954 and 1955s the Navy’s operations 
analysts vere encouraging the planners to turn toward limited 
war and to deemphasise the Fleet's general v;ar role. By Sues 
there was considerable sympathy within the Navy for this view. 

In retrospect it seems probable that the Admiralty x;ould 
eventually have adopted these recommendations xfhathor Mr. Sandys 
had appeared or not. Still the crucial question is; v;hen would 
the Admiralty have acted? Due to the strong position it held 
in the CSC it was able to avoid any penetrating criticism of its 
carriers and was never forced to justify them in any detail. 
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Ironically# the Admiralty v/as extremely concerned over its 
future# bu'c. no other element in the Government, not even the RAP> 
v;as evidently able to lay bare these problems and to force the 
Admiralty to defend its position^ Despite doubts about NATO, 
the Admiralty made no move to withdraw from the Strihe Fleet 
nor did it suggest that the nation change its policy* In the 
same vein, it did not stress the limited war potential of naval 
forces until it was backed to the wall in 1957* In essence the 
Admiralty v;as content to go along with the accepted policy as 
long as it offered the Navy an important role, although the 
Admiralty was developing grave doubts about that policy. As 
one respondent put its ‘*Tfe had no intention of rocking the 
boat until the future t;as clearer, and we could initiate changes 
v/ith somo confidence that they wouldn't hurt the Navy. 

Of course, this was only possible because the Navy held 
a strong bargaining position, and policy was being decided by 
negotiation between the phree military departments with little 
interference or stimulation from th.o outside- Sandys* ascendancy 
to power in 1957 altered this situation substantially. H® forced 



the Admiralty to justify its programs in detail, to review its 

entire range of activities, and to adjust to the nation's new 

political goal of Increased economy. A surprising nximber of the 

persons intervlev/ed admitted that ®*Sandys made the Navy do the 

thinking it had neglected to do since World War II and to relate 

itself to the new conditions that prevailed. Buttressed by 

increased authority, the Minister of Defense x^as the catalyst 

which accelerated the Navy's turn away from NATO and its general 

war role- Moreover, the reduction of the reserve fleet, the 

streamlining of the naval reserve organisation, and the cut-back 

in logistics facilities were ail moves which the Admiralty had 
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been contemplating, but found it difficult to take.-^ Under 



pressure from Sandys the Navy carried out these reforms, and the 
X'/riter found complete unanimity among interviexfees that in retro- 
spect these steps xjere both wise and long overdue - 

The conclusion is obvious. A pollcxr process x;hlch va.a 
virtually controllGd bxr intor^ Service bargaining was slow to 
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rasToond to change and hanpered bv inert 5.a . This is not a 
conplate condsnnation. As the previous discussion has illus- 
trated conpetition has numorous benefits , and the alterations 
x-rrought under Sandys v/ere already in process. Even after 1957 
the original thinhing x.ras still done by the individual branches. 
V.’hat X'/as needodj hox;ev8r, was sone outside catalyst xdiich vias 
concerned x/ith the overall military picture rather than just 
that of an individual Services and x;ith sufficient authority to 
overcome the strong tendency of the individual departments to 
rest on their oars. Certainly Parliament x-;as in no position to 
supply this impetus nor t/as any group outside the Government. 

I-ir, Macmillan's grant of increased authority to the 
Minister of Defense and the reorganisation of 1958 went a long 
vrays in meeting this need. Thoro is certainly little question 
that, since 1957s the quality and originality of the Navy's 
thinhing and of the general policy dialogue has improved. 

One Admiralty civil servant caught the spirit of this nei-j 
development x=;hen he remarked that "no longer v^ill vague gener- 
alities about the 'island race' and the merits of 'seapoxfor' 
suffice, the Navy nov; has to build its case on facts and log- 
ical argument and to compete iiith the Air Force on common 
grounds, 

Moxfevor, it should be emphasized that the experience 
ixnder Saadys xras by no means an ondorsomont for unqualified 
centralised supervision. In the surge to assert his new-found 
power and to impose economies the Minister of Defense demon- 
strated the limits as x;ell as the advantages of heirarchicai 
control in the policy process. 

The Minister of Defense's main tasks were to cut doxm 
the national resources consximed by defense and to oversea the 
end of conscription. These policies had strong implications for 
the military forgoes , but nevertheless x-xere basically political 
decisions. They v-ere taken xxith the full support of the Prime 
Minister and 'the Cabinet. In turn they received the approval of 
both parties and the electorate, although they v;sre vigorously 
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opposed by the Ser'/lces. Hov/evei*, these were the type of 
decisions which are considered the rightful business of the 
political leadership. As a result neither of these policies 
has been strongly denounced although certain elements criticised 
the end of conscription. 

On the other hand it .is v;oll loiom that a number of 



decisions regarding primarily military matters were taken by 
Sandys on his ov/n initiative t;ith little consultation among the 
Services and despite the strenuous objections of the military. 
For enanple, it was his original goal to orient British defense 
policy firmly towards deterrence and gradually to deemphaslse 
the conventional forces. This line was taken v;ithout extensive 



interchange of vlet;s among military departments and v;ith very 
little real study of its implications,^^ Sandys’ intentions 
sparked a genuine controversy vrithin the Government over the 



balance betv^een nuclear and conventional forces. The 1957 
\'Jhite Paper, which outlined the Sandys approach vrith some reser- 
vations, stimulated a public debate which paralleled the contro- 
versy \7ithin T^Thitehall, The Army and Navy brought all the 
pressure to bear which they could muster. They X'/ere joined by 
both politicians and commentators in their criticism of too 
heavy a reliance on nuclear weapons. The next two years wit- 
nessed Sandys' gradual retreat from deterrence and a turn back 
toward conventional forces. 



An integral part of this plan had been the Blue Streak 
missile xAiich v:as to replace manned aircraft. Again the basic 
decision v;as not the result of a policy dialogue among the 
interested groups so much as a. docislon made by Sandys and his 
porsonal advisers. In the end it proved impossible to imple- 
ment 31u© Streak, sinoe it did not have the support of the very 
organisation t^hich was to be responsible for it, the Royal Air 
Force. Similarly, his stress on nuclear weapons implied a 
policy oriented toward NATO and the dccmphasls of Britain's 



overseas responsibilities. A.gain this did not suit the temper 
of the nation or the majority of participants in the policy 
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process, and the Minister x/as eventually forced to adjust his 
policy accordingly. In essence Sandy s had not read the political 
and intornational signs correctly and made a number of politically 
untenable decisions* As Laurence Martin describes it, a "less 
x:holehcarted plunge into strategic nuclear weapons would have 
been more consonant vlth the probable future development of 
British defense policy. 

A number of conclusions would appear in order. This 
chain of events Indicates the main vreaknecs in policy-making by 
one man. The decision-maker may be xjrcng. Anthony Head, a former 
Minister of Defense, in commenting on these decisions phrased 
it x<’oll: 



My right honorable friend (Sandys) has great cualities 
of strength of character and determination. Ho is knoxm 
for it Inside and outside the House* They are fine 
cualities in a Minister provided he is right. If, hov/ever, 
he introduces a policy which nay lead into danger, such 
qualities can be calamaitous*5? 

In operational matters a single commander is essential 



and often a decision, even though not the x^isest, may be prefer- 
able to further delay and consideration* At higher policy levels 
this cay not bo so. The variables are greater and strategic 
programs involve tremendous expenditures of talent, time and 
money* The results of error can be disaetrous and long con- 
tinued. It is often better to go X'/ith a compromise xmtil the 
situation clarifies than to put all of the nation^s effort into 
a possibly x-;rong channel* In 1957s. there seems no doubt that, if 
the Minister of Defense had elicited further exchange of viexrs 
and given more x/eight to the arguments of the Army and Navy, he 
X'/ould hax'o put more stress on oonveiitional x-;eapons. This in the 
end x/as the policy adopted after several years of heated contro- 



versy* A number of respondents expressed the opinion that Sandys 
soon learned these lessons and that the longer he xras in office 
the more receptive h.o became to Servieo viexrs. Similarly, the 
more he compromised in order to reach a consensus among the 
military departments* 
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One of the main problems here was the staff and 
facilities available to the Minister of Defense. It soon became 
painfully clear that if the Minister was to inject himself into 
the “nuts and bolts” of defense policy, he would require inde- 
pendent information ‘ services and a greater number of personal 
advisers with technical expertise. The reorganization of 1959 
attempted to achieve this by enlarging his staff, upgrading 
the role of scientists and putting the Chief of Defense Staff 
in charge of the Joint planning groups. These actions put the 
CDS in a better position to obtain the information the 
Minister required. 

The Blue Streak incident reemphasized the politicians' 
reliance on the cooperation of the professionals. The leader- 
ship can inject political considerations and in the end has the 
final responsibility for national strategy. Nevertheless, it 
must depend on the military to implement those decisions and to 
support the Government. This puts very definite limits on the 
politicians ' 8 freedom. It is not solely a matter of superior 
and subordinate. The Services themselves command a certain 
amount of political support both within and outside the Govern- 
ment. Their desires are very definitely one of the factors 
that must be considered in policy calculations. A minimum 
amount of consensus is essential to the successful consummation 
of any decision, and the minister who Ignores this does so at 
his own risk. This was certainly the situation with Blue Streak. 

Moreover, it was demonstrated that although the Minister 
of Defense wielded Increased powers he was still forced to rely 
on the skill and originality of the military departments for the 
bulk of his policy ideas. He could lay down the guidelines, but 
he v;as in no position to prescribe the details. It was an 
Administration goal to economize and if the Services did not 
respond with ways and means Sandys could threaten to make cuts 
arbitrarily. Facing this throat it was the Sea Lords who sug- 
gested reductions in the reserve fleet, logistic facilities and 
reserve personnel forces. By careful study and planning these 
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steps were effected without materially reducing the strength of 
the operational fleet. In the same manner It was the Admiralty 
v;hich most forcefully called the lessons of Suez to Sandys 
attention and recommended that mobile task forces would allow 
withdrawal from many of the overseas bases. In fact the 
Admiralty played a major part In changing Sandys’ mind about the 
importance of limited war forces. In the final analysis firm 
executive control cannot eliminate the need for skillful and 
dedicated professionals In the military departments, nor can 
It exclude them from the policy process. 

This suggests another serious problem which overzealous 
political heads can create. The morale of the Services and 
their willingness to participate In the process Is linked to 
the general policy-making pattern. If there is a free flow of 
ideas and the military leaders are convinced that their views 
are receiving full consideration, they are more likely to con- 
tribute their best efforts. On the other hand, over-control 
and arbitrary decision-making will encourage apathy and Inertia. 

It has been noted that when the process rests solely on bargain- 
ing It tends to be too slow. The same may be true in the reverse 
situation. The political leader's dogmatism can make "for undue 
rigidity In reacting to later Information and ideas. There 
is some evidence that this was occurring vmder Sandys. Many 
individuals interviewed who had served in the Admiralty from 
1957 to i 960 were frank to admit that the Navy wished to avoid 
requesting a new carrier under Sandys. If at all possible this 
campaign was to be delayed until his departure - and it was. 
Perhaps more illustrative was the question of Polaris. The Sea 
Lords were convinced that if the Admiralty accepted responsibility 
for Polaris It would not receive additional funds. In their 
minds, the political leadership had decided the share of the 
available resources which each Service would receive and was 
too Inflexible to change its position, no matter what the evi- 
dence or how important Polaris was. There was general agreement 
among naval respondents that Sandys’ dogmatic attitude toward 
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carriers and Blue Streak had been one of the major factors in 
generating this attitude. This was an Instance where the 
Admiralty's reluctance to participate in the policy process 
worked against the nation's best interests. There is certainly 
no question that throughout the Sandys ora there was a general 
distrust of the Minister of Defense and a consequent reluctance 
to make recommendations or argue with him unless forced to. 

This attitude was bound to have an adverse influence on the 
policy process. 

These conclusions are borne out by the conduct of 
subsequent Ministers of Defense. Although centralized planning 
seems to have become a permanent part of the policy process, both 
Mr. V/atklnson and Mr. Thorneycroft have made genuine efforts to 
increase consultation among all three Services and to solicit 
their views. In addition more civilian experts, both scientists 
and civil servants, have widened the base of the policy process, 
furnishing the Minister of Defense with necessary data and advice 
to evaluate military recommendations and in turn to make meaning- 
ful suggestions. This was evidenced by the Navy's carrier and 
fighter plane struggle. The Admiralty was forced to put a tre- 
mendous effort into this controversy, but it was given full and 
fair consideration and in the end its case prevailed. These 
decisions were in no sense arbitrary and were made after Intense 
study and a full exchange of views between all the parties in- 
volved. It should be noted here that the Air Force carried its 
opposition right up to the Defense Committee, although the 
Minister of Defense had already indicated that he favored a new 
carrier. Laurence Martin believes as a result of these organi- 
sational changes and new attitudes that "there is a freer flow 
of ideas, a more trustful atmosphere and a bettor blond of a 

CQ 

variety of views and Interests than at any time since 1945. 

In examining defense organization as a whole it would 
seem that the main problem is to reach a proper balance between 
heirarchical control and diffused authority . Every effort should 
be made to take advantage of Inter-Service rivalry rather than 
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to try to stamp it out. In fact it is unlikely that it could 
be eliminated. On the other hand, there is a definite need for 
political leadership which evaluates each department's contri- 
butions in terms of overall military policy. The Minister of 
Defense should act first as a stimulant requiring each department 
to Justify fully its concepts and prodding them to originate 
alternate solutions to military problems. At the same time he 
must not stifle the initiative or morale of the subordinate 
departments, because it is from these sources that policy truly 
originates. The ultimate objective is to harness the driving 
force of the political leaders without losing the benefits of the 
professional staff. 

It should be stressed that administrative arrangements 
can never eliminate the need for wise and competent leadership, 
nor can they overcome the basic problems which confront the 
policy-maker. Post-war Britain has been faced with heavy com- 
mitments, dwindling resources, rapid technological advance, and 
a drastically altered international milieu, which have required 
major adjustments both psychological and material. Under rush 
conditions national goals and policies are likely to become 
blurred and vacillating. No amount of tampering with the govern- 
ment's administrative structure could have altered the essential 
conditions of Britain's altered world position. Nevertheless, 
it may be contended that the shape of the decision-making 
structure can play a significant part in the way these new 
problems are met, and in turn exercise an Important influence 
on policy. 



CHAPTER VII 
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farmers, labor unions, and various professional societies 
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the benefit of members of Parliament; sponsors public 
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program for boys. Its governing body meets with the 
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Interview. The fact Is that the Navy League and Admiralty 
have not always been of one mind. The Navy League continued 
to push hard for cruisers for several years after the Sea 
Lords had lost Interest. The retired officers in the League 
refused to go along with the Admiralty on this issue. In 
commenting on this, one civil servant remarked "it didn't 
matter one way or another. " 

19* Interview. Snyder seems to believe that the aircraft 

Industry has been the only effective defense lobby, "in sum, 
with the exception of the aircraft Industry, pressure group 
activity Is rather limited." Snyder, "Dissertation," 80. 

20. Interview, 

21. This very brief discussion Is based on Snyder's treatment of 
public opinion In Politics , 53-62. 

22. Ibid . . 54. 
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time and again in Interviews, although the majority of non- 
mllltary respondents Insisted that naval officers as a group 
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that as a career the Navy was still considered a "manly and 
adventurous" profession, by the great proportion of young 
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his 1939 edition of Inside Europe Today (New York: Harper & Bros., 
1939) listed the Royal Navy as one of the most influential 
groups in the "Establishment." In his 1961 edition of the 
book the Royal .Navy was not mentioned in any capclty. 

24. As an Indicator of how little stock the Royal Navy puts In 
the Influence of the general public there are only twenty 
officers and civilians In the entire Royal Navy involved In 
public relations work. In contrast the U. S, Navy has some 
seventy-five specially qualified public Information officers 
to say nothing of the host of officers temporarily assigned 
to this work. In addition there are a great many enlisted 
men and civilians associating with public relations through- 
out the world-wide U. S. Naval establishment. The above 
figure was taken from Register of Commissioned and V/arrant 
Officers of the United States Navy and Marine Corps and 
Reserve Officers on Active Duty (Navpers 15.018). January 1 , 

25 . The formal organization structure was discussed in some detail 
In Chapter II. I do not believe it necessary to repeat these 
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27* Contrast for example Mr. Churchill's wartime performance 
with the more subdued Mr. Attlee, the first post-war Prime 
Minister. 
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Eckstein, Patterns, 11 8, 
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and Admiralty civil servants on this point. It was heartily 
confirmed by those respondents outside the Admiralty. 

34 . Interview with a senior retired naval officer. 
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The approval of a new carrier Implies, at least provisionally, 
that the nation will continue to stress limited war forces 
and a maritime strategy for possibly another twenty years, 
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Chapter II above, pp, 39 - 48 . 

37 . Cmd. 6923 , p. 1. 

38 . Montgomery, Memoirs . 438. 

39 . 537 H. C. Deb. 1921. 
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41 . For a brief but excellent description of the Service 
opposition In the years 1957-59 see Martin, 30ff. 



3-47 

42. Michael Howard characterized it as the "transition from a 

defense organization based on co-ordination to one based 
on control. " "Organization for Defense in the United 
Kingdom and -the United States, 19-45-1958," Brassey * s 
Annual 1 959 (London: Macmillan, I960), (ed, )~H. G. 

Thursfield, p. 74. 

43 . Another reorganization was carried out in April 1965 which 
further unified the command structure in Whitehall and 
expanded the Minister of Defense’s staff and power. For 
the formal description of these changes see Cmd. 2097 » 
"Central Organization for Defense" (1963). For a 
diagnostic description see Snyder, Politics . 151-59. 

44. Refer to Chapter V, pp. 

45 . 592 H. C. Deb. 971 . 

46. 622 H. C. Deb. 221. 

47 . 537 H. C. Deb. 2070-72. 

48. Cmd. 6923 , p. 7 . 

49 . For a rather candid description of this arbitrary cutting of 
Service department budgets by a former Minister of Defense, 
Emanuel Shinwell, see 592 H. C. Deb. 2070. 

50. Interview. This general attitude was confirmed in a number 
of Interviews, although in all fairness very few put it this 
strongly. 

51 . This does not mean that he was liked. The same respondent 
who would credit him with making the Navy do its homework, 
would then launch into’ a general denunciation of his high 
handed methods and arbitrary decision-making. The v;rlter 
found this ambivalent attitude toward Mr. Sandy s throughout 
the Admiralty. 

52. One senior civil servant in explaining the Navy's hesitation 
to act in these matters repeated a statement made by a senior 
naval officer testifying before a Public Officials Accounts 
Committee on the reserve fleet. It went something like this; 
"if you have a beautiful treee in your garden you don’t cut 
it down until there is a good reason for doing so, although 
it may be performing no positive function. The reserve fleet 
is like a tree in the Navy's garden." 

53 . This was mentioned time and again by respondents. Naturally 
different interviewees attributed it to different causes. 
Nevertheless, there was considerable agreement that the 
increased power of the Minister of Defense had been an 
Important factor. 
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one finds in the Pentagon since Mr. McNamara began to expand 
his authority and to Intervene in the detailed affairs of 
the American services. 

55» There appeared to be general agreement on this point among 
respondents. For a published account see Martin. 

56. Ibid . . 40. 

57. 592 H. C. Deb. 994 

58. Martin, 40. 

59. Ibid . . 39. 



CHAPTER VIII 



THE ADMIRALTY 



The previous chapter dealt with the governmental 
decision-making milieu. It was evident there that the Admiralty 
plays a central role in formulating strategic programs. The 
Navy's leaders are not only expected to command and administer 
the naval forces, but they also are responsible for initiating 
and, in effect, legislating naval contributions to the nation's 
military posture. In this capacity they have borne the primary 
responsibility for shaping the Fleet's role and relating it to 
the nation's strategic requlremonta. Early in the study, I pro- 
vided a brief sketch of the Admiralty organization, the patterns 

of collective responsibility within the Board of Admiralty and 

1 

the routines of policy formulation. I now return to the 
Admiralty organization, to investigate it not so much as a formal 
body, but as a participant in the policy process. This entails 
an examination of the leadership's skill in foreseeing techno- 
logical trends, in interpreting the strategical environment, 
and in translating its recommendations into action. Hopefully, 
this diagnosis will highlight some of the more significant 
conclusions to be drawn from the Admiralty's post-war participation 
in the political arena. 



Decision-Makers 



Before discussing substantive policy it is pertinent to 
look briefly at the Admiralty's decision-makers and the respec- 
tive roles they play in the policy process. Three separate pro- 
fessional groups - political leaders, naval officers and civil 
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servants - staff the key policy posts. Each group will bo 
considered briefly. 



Political Leaders 

Unlike the United States, where political officials 
perform a large share of the declslon-maklng duties, the average 
British governmental department has only a single minister who 
Is chosen from the majority party and sits either In the House 
of Commons or House of Lords, He may have one or two assistants, 
parliamentary undersecretaries, who are politicians, but they are 
normally outside the helrarchlcal chain. The minister assxames 
responsibility for all the activities of the department. He Is 
solely accountable to his political superiors, ultimately the 
Cabinet, In keeping with the Government's collective character 
the Cabinet In turn assumes responsibility before Parliament and 
the people for the activities of the minister and his department. 

During the period under Investigation the Navy Minister, 
the First Lord of the Admiralty, did not sit In the Cabinet,^ 

He reported Instead to the Minister of Defense who represented 
all three Services. On the other hand the First Lord sat on 
the Defense Committee, and In addition had direct access to the 
Prime Minister If he so desired. For the first few years after 
the war there were two other political appointees In the 
Admiralty organization - the Parliamentary and Financial 
Secretary, and the Civil Lord, The former acted as advisor to 
the First Lord on financial matters and as a coordinator In com- 
piling the Navy’s annual estimates. The Civil Lord supervised 
the Navy V/orks Department (erection, maintenance and repair of 
Admiralty buildings) and the Admiralty's responsibilities for 

A 

merchant shipbuilding. Both of these subordinate ministers 
sat on the Board of Admiralty In their capacity as advisors to 
the First Lord, but neither was In the chain of command between 
the Minister and his professional assistants. In 1959 the 
Navy's responsibilities for merchant shipbuilding were trans- 
ferred to the Ministry of Transport, and the Civil Lord absorbed 
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the Parliamentary Secretary's duties leaving only two political 
ministers In the Admiralty. 

As the above discussion would Indicate, Britons unlike 
Americans, do not consider political control of the armed 

g 

Services a serious problem. Military officers stand In the 
sane position to the Minister as civil servants. They are ex- 
pected to advise forthrightly and. In turn, to support the 
Minister's decisions. Also, custom dictates that they remain 
anonymous In the process. The long-standing tradition of civil 
control Is reinforced by the essential similarity of social 
background among political leaders and military officers. Al- 
though they may disagree on specific decisions they share more 
or less the consensus on basic Issues which has long characterized 
the British elite. Not since Cromwell's day has the military been 
considered a serious threat to the Government. 

Nevertheless, the practical result of this system where 
politicians occupy so few posts is to limit their Impact on 
policy-making and to enhance the Influence of professionals - 
military and civil. It Is not a question of legal or political 
authority. The minister can accept, qualify or reject the 
recommendations of his advisors; he does, and his authority to 
do so Is carefully respected. Still there are Important con- 
straints on the political leaders. This Is particularly true In 
the military departments. Many of the Issues before the Admiralty 
turn on technical matters of which the First Lord may have little 
or no authoritative knowledge. He can hardly be expected to be 
as familiar with warships and tactics as senior naval officers, 
or with the Intricacies of cost analysis as civil servants 
specializing In this area. The permanent departmental staff Is 
experienced, able, and numerous. Normally every problem is 
worked over by experts who are familiar with both the technical 
and bureaucratic environment. To overrule their advice Is to 
risk a poor decision; to disregard their views repeatedly may 
generate resentment, discourage Initiative and lower morale.^ 

In addition the Minister's political duties as a member of 
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Parliamont and the Government restrict the time he has to 
devote to departmental affairs and correspondingly Increase his 
dependence on his senior advisors. 

In the final analysis the First Lord finds that his 
freedom of action Is severely circumscribed and that he must 
share declslon-maklng with others. The Board of Admiralty Is 
tangible, If tacit, acknowledgment of this state of affairs. 

The Admiralty's policy recommendations are hammered out In 
that body and decisions taken collectively. Formally the power 
of decision rests with the First Lord, but over the years the 
political ministers have seen the utility and wisdom of this 
system which brings the resources of the whole Navy to bear on 
a policy problem. The First Lord plays an important role In 
these proceedings; In many Instances his is no doubt the pre- 
dominant voice. The Board looks to him for a crucial political 
input into Its deliberations. He Is expected to consider every 
Question in terms of Its Impact on his political colleagues and 
to temper the demands of the professionals In the light of what 
the political market will bear. Likewise, It is the First Lord 
who leads the assault on the political battlements when the 
Admiralty is pressing for a policy change. This fact alone 
strengthens his hand in the Board and assures him a respectful 
hearing. In short the First Lord plays an Important role in 
the Admiralty's policy deliberations, but he is only one of the 
many decision-makers who shape Admiralty policy. 

During the years 19^6 to 1963 there v;ere five First 
Lords - one Laborite and four Conservatives, ' A few notes about 
their background will give the reader a clearer picture of the 

O 

type of political leadership the Navy has enjoyed. In every 
case since 19"^5 this was the first ministerial post hold by the 
individual, which reflects the fact that the First Lord did not 
sit in the Cabinet, and that the post has come to be considered 

Q 

a relatively Junior one. Nevertheless, every Incumbent had 
previously held several lesser offices In the Government, Two 
had served In the Admiralty as Civil Lord. They all shared one 
characteristic - considerable experience in public affairs. 
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Viscount Hall who served as First Lord from 19^6 to 
1951 - an unusually long period for a political minister - vras 
in many respects unique. He was sixty-five years old when he 
assumed office and at that time had been in Parliament since 
1922. He came from a working class background with an elemen- 
tary school education. Ho had worked his way up the Labor Party 
ladder, serving as Civil Lord in 1929 to 1931 and in the Govern- 
ment throughout the war. On the other hand, the four Tory 
ministers who succeeded him follov/ more closely the stereotype 
of a British political leader. All four came from the upper 
class or aristocracy, three holding hereditary peerages and 
entering the Government through the House of Lords. The fourth 
was a member of Parliament for twenty years before assuming the 
leadership of the Admiralty. Their educational background was 
relatively uniform - three from Eton and one from Rugby, All 
four had received prestigious higher education - throe at Oxford 
and one at Sandhurst. The university group had studied liberal 
arts, and two had achieved first-class honors. These same two 
had subsequently entered the practice of law. It is note- 
worthy that none of the four had any formal engineering or 
technical training. All four served in the armed forces during 
the war, but only one in the Navy, Their average age on appoint- 
ment as First Lord was forty-seven, and they held the office for 
an average of three years which is considerably longer than Is 
normal for senior ministers. 

The general pattern suggests that the typical First Lord 
is chosen for his political, and possibly social, connections and 
for his general knowledge of public affairs. There Is no indi- 
cation that he is selected because of abilities that particularly 
fit him to deal with the Navy, The consistent Tory tendency to 
choose younger men and often non-parliamentarians reflects the 
fact that the Admiralty's prestige has steadily declined as the 
Minister of Defense has gradually monopolized the political spot- 
light, The predominance of peers also suggests that the Admiralty 
is not considered a particularly good training ground for higher 
political office. 
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Naval Officers 

Undoubtedly , the senior officers in the Admiralty wield 
the strongest influence on policy of any of the throe groups of 
decision-makers* Their strength stems from a variety of sources. 
They are professional seamen, and as such are considered the 
exports on the training, equipping and deployment of seagoing 
forces. As a rule these officers come directly from operational 
duties and are expected to bring to the Admiralty a fresh view- 
point and an up-to-date knowledge of the needs of the Fleet. 

They represent a vital type of experience and expertise that 
neither the politicians nor the civil servants possess. "No 
matter hov^ much formal authority the minister has in the 
Service departments, practically every policy recommendation 
rests on a host of military and technical Judgments which only 
the professional is qualified to make.”^^ This belief is 
mirrored in the composition of the Board of Admiralty. From 
1945 to 1957» seven, and since that date slx,^^ of its members 
were senior naval officers drawn from the key administrative 
posts in the Admiralty. 

The naval membership of the Board Illustrates the 

1 2 

Influence of the senior naval officers. The First Sea Lord 
is the professional head of the Royal Navy and is specifically 
charged with the duty of furnishing not only the First Lord, but 
H. M. Government, advice on naval aspects of security policy. 

He heads the Naval Staff which is composed primarily of naval 
officers and is responsible for strategic planning, drafting 
the Fleet's requirements, developing tactical doctrine, and 
issuing operational orders. He is assisted by a Vice Chief 
of Naval Staff and a Deputy Chief of Naval Staff both of whom 
sit on the Board. These three officers, by virtue of the nature 
of their duties and their position in the helrarchy, wield a 
strong influence in policy deliberations. 

The other throe Sea Lords are not concerned with the 
Fleet's operations and deployment, but direct the three main 
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divisions of the Admiralty - personnel, material, and supply. 
These divisions provide the men, ships, aircraft, bases and 
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Gupplles required by the Royal Navy, They employ by far the 
largest staff v;ithin the Department, Including naval officers 
of each specialization, naval constructors, scientists, civilian 
engineero, civilian Stores officers and technical grades. 

Obviously these organizations encompass a vast range of activities. 
It is their major function to bring the many available skills to 
bear on the needs of the operating forces. More Important to 
this study it is through the heads of these divisions that 
scientific, technical, material, and logistical considerations 
wend their v;ay into the policy councils of the Navy. In these 
ways the Admiralty's senior naval officers filter and, in 
essence, control many important Inputs into the policy process. 

In view of the Important role senior officers play in 
the Admiralty, it is important to analyze the characteristics 
of this group of decision-makers. Unlike the United States 
there have been no extensive sociological studios on the career 
military officer in Great Britain, The object at this point 
is not to fill this void, but simply to record certain impressions 
regarding the background of the average senior officer serving in 
the Admiralty during the post-war years. It should be contin- 
ually borne in mind that post-war decision-makers are largely 
the product of the pre-war era, and that the many changes in 
recruiting and education procedures since 19^5 have had very 
little effect as yet in the higher councils of the Navy. 

The first feature which impresses the observer is that 

most of the Navy's senior officers have much in common v/lth the 

leaders in other sectors of public life. Prior to World War I 

military commissions went mainly to members of established upper 
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and middle-class families. ' The Great War altered this pattern 
somewhat and opened up commissions to a larger group, but this 
was a slow process and most naval officers continued to come 
from the traditional sources. In general the same social strata 
that provided the bulk of the political leaders and civil servants 
furnished the Fleet its leaders. The fact is that even though 
entrance requirements were liberalized after 19^8, and most of 
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the Navy's post-war loaders entered the Service between 1910 and 
1930, social position and an outside income were still definite 
assets to a professional naval officer. Colonel Armstrong 
writing in 1 960 stated that "during the next decade there will 
bo extremely few officers in senior and responsible positions 
who \<fere born in families in the lower of the nation, on 

1 s 

the socio-economic scale," This accurately describes the 
post-v/ar naval leadership.’ 

In essence this means that most of the senior officers 

brought \fith them into the Service many of the attitudes and 

connections that characterize the civilian leadership in Britain. 

From an early age, he \/as indoctrinated with a deep sense of 

loyalty for things British and equipped with a built-in respect 

toward service to the nation - usually in the direction of public 

affairs. By American standards public service carries high 

prestige in Great Britain, and "for members of a status-conscious 

class within a status-conscious ’ society, this is another force of 
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some poxirer in the same direction. As a member of the leader- 

ship group he has always identified his own interests with those 
of the nation and has been taught to revere his nationality above 
all else. He inherited the sense of history which is so typical 
of educated Englishmen, and he believes that the past is the 
best guide for the future. In many instances it is this quality 
which has attracted him to the Royal Navy for there is no insti- 
tution in Britain which has played a greater part in the nation's 
"heroic" epic. Certainly to his father the Royal Navy was a 
symbol of Britain's imperial grandeur, and the leadership group 
has been traditionally indoctrinated with the importance of the 
Fleet to the "island race. " 

He normally has relatives who are in the professional 
v;orld. Very likely he will have one or more close family con- 
tacts in the foreign service, in the administrative civil service, 
or in politics. The writer's sample indicated that almost Q0% of 
the senior naval officers were so connected, a statistic that 
might vary considerably with different samples. Unquestionably 
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these relationships benefit him socially and increase his 
opportunities for asserting and exchanging opinions. In turn, 
they may very well give him access to other groups, possibly 
influencing his professional promotions at the higher rungs of 
the ladder. These general characteristics derive from the 
British social environment and, as previously noted, are widely 
observed throughout the leadership group no matter what the 
individual's profession. More significant for this study are 
the characteristics which distinguish naval leaders from their 
contemporaries in other walks of life. 

Practically without exception the naval officer has less 

formal education. In line with the traditional practice of the 

early 1900's every officer in the sample entered the Service 

before the age of fifteen. Thus they missed the ‘'public" 

school and university experience so dear to the upper class 
20 

Englishman. Instead they underwent training at Dartmouth and 
Osborne - the Royal Navy's equivalent to the U, S. Naval Academy. 
The currlculiom consisted of alternate periods of classroom work 
and service at sea, where the midshipman was brought face to 
face with the realities of shipboard life. Their education was 
more practical than theoretical. The aspiring officer was intro- 
duced to the fundamentals of seamanship, gunnery, naval tactics 
and those skills needed to make him a competent shipboard admin- 
istrator. Above all he was indoctrinated with the fighting 
heritage and traditions of the senior Service, One officer inter- 
viewed referred to British midshipmen as "acolytes" preparing to 
take on a *Vay of life." This is perhaps ’exaggerated, but never- 
theless it ’captures the spirit of the process. Numerous times 
the writer hoard senior officers refer with pride to the Navy's 

training system. In a similar manner several criticized civilian 

21 

universities and the over-emphasis put on degrees. They did 
not take issue with the quality of the education so much as the 
attitudes v/hich they believe civilian institutions cultivate. 

As one respondent candidly put it, "we teach them to decide; a 
civilian university teaches them to 'discuss," 
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Irrespective of the merits of these opinions, there is 

little question that the Navy's training system instills in its 

officers a deep rooted belief in the Royal Navy and the merits 

of sea power. The fledgling is taught that Britain must live by 

the sea in order to survivo and that the requirement for a strong 

Fleet transcends individual typos of ships and tactics for their 

use. Methods may change but the basic need is constant. This 

gives him an intense Service loyalty which, it is generally 

23 

agreed, is stronger than in the other two Services. ^ 

Career patterns up to World War II were likewise 

stereotyped. The emphasis was placed on service afloat and 

"line" duties. Even engineering was a specialized branch whose 

officers could not aspire to command. "Never let an engineer 
,24 

on the bridge was a standard joke among line officers. It 
expressed their disdain for those who perform duties of a sup- 
porting or administrative nature. The road to success lay through 
combat commands, afld every young officer strove to prepare him- 
self for this responsibility. This does not mean that he re- 
ceived no technical training. Pre-war lino officers v/ere 
expected to combine seamanship with fighting skills. They were 
encouraged to develop expertise in any one of a number of fields - 
gunnery, torpedoes, communications or navigation. Aviation was 
not recommended since it came under the auspices of the Royal 
Air Force. Officers following this pattern received additional 
training in Navy schools and obviously acquired some technical 
expertise. Again the orientation here v;as more operational than 
theoretical. The individual i;as expected to ply his skills at 
sea rather than in the laboratory, on the drawing board, or at 
the factory. Approximately 25 % of the writer's sample listed 
such specialities in their press biographies. It is only fair 
to note, hov;ever, that even the non-specialist duo to the very 
nature of naval armaments and ships was likely to acquire a 
nodicvim of engineering knov^ledge; and it v/ould appear that British 
naval officers of the pre-1939 period were generally much better 
grounded technically than their counterparts in other Services. 
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A3 the officer advanced In grade, tours at sea were 

Increasingly broken by short spells on staffs and possibly a 

period at a senior war college. A few officers attended the 

Imperial Defense College v/here they had the advantage of meeting 

and working v/ith officers and civil servants from other sectors 

27 

of the goverrxment. However, it has only been in the last few 
years that this training has begun to tell at the higher ranks. 
Prior to 1950 very few senior officers had any cross-Service 
experience; similarly only a small number had had any tour of 
duty outside the naval establishment. V/hlle staff tours may 
have been profitable, the prime objective was always to return 
to sea, preferably in a command billet. 

The tjrpical senior officer serving in the Admiralty 
after 19^5 was about fifty-five years of age and on his second 
or third V/hltehall assigrmient, each tour being two or three 
years. The bulk of his early career had been spent at sea. He 
had had considerable combat duty due to World War II and more 
command experience, either of ships or task forces, than his 
pre-war antecedents, Heedless to say, he had survived an excep- 
tionally rigorous promotion system and represented the cream of 
the crop within the officer corps. Very likely at one time he 
had acquired a technical specialty and might possibly have served 
in a staff billet requiring his specialized skills. Generally, 
however, by the time he reached senior rank his attention had 
turned away from strictly technical matters; he was more con- 
cerned with the administrative, strategical and political prob- 
lems which confront high command. At the same time he had an 
abiding faith in England's need for seapower and was thoroughly 
dedicated to the Royal Navy's past and future. 

It is not a novel observation that military men tend to 
be conservative. The British naval officer is no exception. 
However, he is still admired by Englishmen in general. Practically 
without exception respondents characterized him as courageous, 
staunch, reliable, honest - the ideal typo to lead men into 
battle. At the same tine he was inevitably pictured as 
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‘‘traditionalist , “hidebound,** “conservative* “ There is some 
question as to whether this is an accurate image. The following 
discussion v^ill subject this charge to careful scrutiny, but 
there is little question that it prevails throughout the British 
political community. 



Civil Servants 

V/orking shoulder-to- shoulder v/ith naval officers in the 
Admiralty are the civil servants. In a sense they are the mortar 
that Joins the military officer and the politician together. Of 
the three professional groups this is the only one that is not 
transient. The civil servants remain permanently in V/hltehall 
and contribute heavily to the Admiralty’s stability and continuity. 
There are three classes of civil servants - the administrative 
class, executive class and clerical class. The focus here is on 
the administrative class officials. The members of this class 
hold the posts of higher responsibility. In general the senior 
civil servants specialize in budgetary, costing and other admin- 
istrative functions. In the A.dnlralty's case, the Permanent 
Under-Secretary has always been the Accounting Officer of the 
Navy. As such he has an Important concern in practically every 
phase of the Navy’s operations. In addition he is responsible 
for tho general coordination of Admiralty business on behalf of 
the Board and administers the entire civil staff of the head- 
quarters organization. On policy matters he is expected to advise 
the department "from the aspects of continuity and Government 
policy as a whole and in the light of the interests of other 
Government departments."^^ To accomplish this ho is assisted by 
a Secretariat which is an integral part of the Admiralty and 
staffed by civilians. 

The senior civil servants do not hold as many strategic 
positions or Impressive titles as their military colleagues, 
and at the higher rungs of the ladder they are greatly out- 
numbered. Nevertheless, their importance and influence is con- 
siderable. The civil servant’s skill as an advocate, his 
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knowledge of the bureaucratic labyrinth, and connections 
throughout the other departments of the Government are essential 
to the Admiralty. These qualities greatly enhance his position 
vls-d-vls the naval officers who are stationed only temporarily 
in Whitehall. Policies must be meshed with past decisions, 
coordinated with other departments, articulated In a form 
acceptable to bureaucrats, and sold in the political forum. It 
is hero that the civil servants make a vital contribution. In- 
evitably military officers rely heavily on their advice and 
assistance. Similarly, the increasing interdependence of military 
policy, economic conditions, international relations and domestic 
political considerations has made the seagoing officers even more 
dependent on civilians, for the bulk of the Navy’s expertise in 
these areas rests with the civil servants. The reinforcing 
effect of all these factors has been to upgrade the civil servant's 
position in the Admiralty heirarchy. As one observer expressed 
it: "Although the Service Officer's influence may be more in 

evidence, it is more fleeting and in the long run only secondary. 

V/hat can be said about the Admiralty’s civil servants as 

31 

a group?-^ Just as with tho professional officers, the great 
majority of them come from upper-middle or middle class back- 
grounds. On the other hand, about 2Q% could be classed as 
coming from working class families, which suggests some slight 
variation from their military counterparts. This may be accounted 
for by the fact that over ono-flfth of the Admiralty's adminis- 
trative class entered the civil service as executive or clerical 
class employees and were promoted after several years of service. 
Both the executive class and clerical class take entrants at a 

younger age and with less academic background than the more 

32 

prestigious administrative class. Over half claim fathers who 
v;ere university educated and members of a profession. Despite 
the slightly greater range in background it is eminently fair to 
say that tho large majority were raised in the environment of 
the nation's leadership group and acquired many of the same 
attitudes which characterized the early life of tho senior naval 
officers of that period. 
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The educational pattern of the typical civil servant 
reflects both his socio-economic background and the high regard 
in which public service is held. The vast majority are university 
graduates. In the v;riter*s small sample over half had attended 
Oxford or Cambridge, and three the University of London. Prac- 
tically without exception those with university degrees had made 
Impressive academic records. In the sample, ten listed first- 
class honors and seven won double firsts. In general the 
University graduates were those who had attended a public school, 
T\7 o of the non-university graduates were products of Service- 
academy education and the remainder were promotees from the 
executive or clerical class, This rough profile seems to con- 
firm the basis for the popular public-school-unlverslty-honor 
stereotype of the civil servant, but it also indicates that there 
are other inputs as well. However, there is general agreement 
that the performance criteria are shaped primarily by the uni- 
versity entrants, and those outside this group have had to con- 
form to these standards. “Unquestionably, the small public 
school group absorbs those who come into Important posts from 
other sources and successfully transmits its attitudes, values 
and fashions to them, 

The high calibre of the civil service, as suggested by 
the educational pattern, is beyond dispute. Armstrong mentions 
that in his research several respondents credited the civil 
service as Including “the best men in Britain. Although this 
writer interviewed some who would disagree with this, the overall 
consensus among respondents was that they were an exceptional 
group, Air Vice-Marshal Kingston-McCloughry in describing the 
civil service pays tribute to its high level of intelligence but 
Insists that its major strength lies in its character: 

It is suave, prone to moderate or under- statement , 
unruffled, thorough, roliablo, of great integrity, content 
to wait its time and to allow other people to think they 
may claim the credit while it works very much with the 
same precision as a machine. This characteristic in the 
conduct of things is neither written nor recorded any- 
where. It results from a genius of the English which in 
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tine evolves from breeding over nany years a belief of 
superiority in thenselves. It is no coincidence that 
this is the very quality which is built into character 
at the English public schools, 36 

There is little to query here. The English systea has 
av:arded public service a status that it has in no other country. 

As a result it attracts highly intelligent, perceptive, broad 
minded and honest civil servants who are genuinely dedicated 
to the nation's welfare. These qualities combined with a 
tradition of anonymity have made them probably as apolitical as 
a governmental group can be. Although the writer heard some 
strong viev;s voiced by civil servants on a number of issues, he 
was unable at any time to detect a political motivation for these 
views. On one hand respondents outside the Admiralty consistently 
attributed political bias to naval officers, but not a one sug- 
gested that the Navy's civil servants v;ere guilty of this vice,^*^ 
This is not to say that the civil servant does not advise on 
political decisions; he does constantly. It is to say that he 
is prepared to serve with equal skill and devotion under either 
political party. 

On the debit side, the homogeneity of the civil servant's 
educational and social background may very well inhibit change 
(or as some v;ould say, progress). Just as with the Navy's 
officer crops it is a cohesive group with a strong tendency to 
perpetuate its manners and values. The standard complaint that 
the civil service is hampered by the strong Oxbridge emphasis on 
the classics and amateurism is not Just an academic criticism. 

An American observer can scarcely fail to sense the civil servant's 
stereotypical references to mythology, history, literature, and 
Victorian England, It appears almost impossible for him to answer 
any question, no matter how simple, without painfully tracing its 
historical origins. He seems to respect precedent even more than 
does the tradition-oriented culture as a whole. Moreover, the 
civil servant is often Inclined to look down on the engineer or 
scientist. To the typical Oxbridge mind government seems to be 
concerned primarily with personal relationships, and what is needed 
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moat la an administrator vjith a "cense of the complexity of 
human affairs, rather than technical knowledge. It is un- 
doubtedly true 'that the civil service in the past has exhibited 
this bias, and it came through in numerous Interviews. On the 
other hand, it is Just as true that this perspective is weaken- 
ing. The tremendous importance of research and technology In 
this modern age has been graphically impressed on the British 
civil service Just as it has on other professional groups. 

Admiralty Performance 

Keeping in mind the role and general profile of each of 
the significant policy-making groups within the Admiralty, it is 
pertinent to attempt a broad assessment of their post-v/ar per- 
formance. It should be stressed that the underlying objective 
here is not merely to Judge a specific case, but to draw appro- 
priate generalizations from the record of performance which might 
cast light on either the Royal Navy as a whole or on military 
organisations in general. 

In order to facilitate analysis I have chosen to examine 

the Admiralty's activities from three different perspectives - 

from that of a bureaucrat, a scientist and technician, and a 
3Q 

strategist. ^ Hopefully this approach will accurately convey 
some sense of the complexity of the Admiralty's policy-making 
role, but at the same time make the subject manageable. 

As a Bureaucrat 

This facet is examined first intentionally. It is in 
this area that all three groups of decision-makers work most 
effectively together and that the strengths of the Admiralty 
system are displayed to best advantage. The vrr'ltor found a 
number of respondents x^ho criticized various aspects of the 
Navy's performance, but there was an Impressive consensus that 
the Admiralty xvas the most successful of the three Service 
departments in getting its proposals adopted in liHiitehall. 
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It is widely respected as a skillful advocate, a clever 
negotiator and a tough opponent. This opinion was forcefully 
supported hy Emanuel Shinv/ell, a former Minister of Defense, in 
a speech before the House; 

The trouble with the Navy, the Silent Service, is that 
it gets away v;ith murder. I remember when I v;as Minister 
of Defense and had to preside over the Defense Council 
the Navy hardly said a word. It alv/ays got its o^m way 
without saying anything, whereas the Army and the Royal 
Air Force had to fight for what they wanted. There the 
Navy's representatives sat, v/lth all the gold braid at 
their command. Even the present supreme authority at 
the Ministry of Defense, Lord Mountbatten, never said 
a word, but the Navy always got what it wanted. 

The Navy is like the Russians. It does not have to 
go to war because it alv;ays gets what it wants without 

a struggle. 41 

In a system so addicted to secrecy it is difficult to 

substantiate the Navy's superiority v;ith concrete evidence. 

Nevertheless, the Navy's post-v;ar experience testifies to the 

Admiralty's skill in discerning the direction and force of the 

political v;lnds. Perhaps the most obvious Indicator of the 

A.dmiralty's strength has been the constant proportion of the 

42 

budget v/hich has been allocated to the Navy. The division 
of the expenditures of the Ministry of Aviation among the three 
Services is unknown, and this makes an exact comparison im- 
possible. Nevertheless, throughout the period 1945-63 the Navy 
continuously managed to capture about one-quarter of the defense 
appropriation. Admiralty "expenditures have held closely around 
24^ of the total defense budget, with the maximum variation only 
either way. A.t the same time, the shares of both the 
Army and Air Force have fluctuated v;lth alterations in defense 
emphasis. 

It is true that the Navy's portion throughout this period 
has been smaller than the other two Services. Some observers 
might interpret this as suggesting less rather than more skill 
than its competitors. On the other hand, when one considers 
the traumatic changes that have been vrrought in British defense 
thinking, it is rather remarkable that the Navy has managed to 
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retain consistently a stable proportion of the budget. This was 
the general sense of the interviews. Most respondents stressed 
that in viev; of the heavy commitments made to SHAPE and deterrence 
it required considerable political acumen to keep the Navy firmly 
entrenched in the defense picture throughout the early post-war 

AA I 

years. They further pointed to the Navy s current importance 
and to the fact that today the Army and Air Force claim only a 
slightly larger share of the budget. This latter view appears 
to be sound and certainly a further look at the Navy's achieve- 
ments supports the thesis that it is rather adroit politically. 

The first major post-war challenge to the Navy 
developed v/ith the introduction of the hydrogen bomb and the 
Government’s turn to deterrence. Not only was the emphasis 
shifting dramatically to the Air Force, but in the three years 
from 1 95^ to 1 957 many people v;ithin the Navy were developing 
serious doubts about the Fleet's future. From the Navy's 
perspective this was a period of genuine crisis. It is in such 
periods that the Admiralty soems to function best. Behind 
closed doors an intensive re-examination of the Navy's posture 
and doctrine commenced, but there were no outward indications 
of this disarray. The leadership presented a united front to 
Government and nation alike. In fact the rethinking process 
was successfully represented as a sign of progressiveness rather 
than frustration or concern. Long before the Navy had refashioned 
its strategical doctrines, its public advocates took the offensive 
and began to talk of modern task forces powered by nuclear re- 
actors and armed v;ith sophisticated guided missiles. These 

descriptions were inevitably vague, and the develooments they 
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pictured a long ways off. Nevertheless they portrayed a Fleet 

moving v:ith the times and concealed the confusion in the Navy's 

o\m ranks. It is illuminating to note that during those three 

years the Navy was probably more vulnerable to criticism and 

47 

attack than at any time during the post-x/ar period. Yet none 
of its detractors were successful in seriously impairing its 
image or reducing its appropriations. This was an instance 
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where skill in the political environment gained the Admiralty 
the time necessary to rethink its position. 

Perhaps the acid test of the Admiralty's competence in 
this area va.s the challenge offered by the Macmillan Government 
starting in 1957. Hera the Navy leadership was able to navigate 
safely through rather formidable political shoals. The Admiralty's 
case rested not only on new strategical concepts, but also on 
rather shre\fd estimates of Mr. Sandys' personal views and the 
political pressures that viere impinging on the Minister of Defense. 
Throughout this difficult period the Admiralty was able to present 
a unified front to the Minister and Government. There were few 
outward signs of any internal conflict or confusion. In retro- 
spect this was a rather amazing administrative achievement, 
because there v;as considerable wrangling within the Navy as to 
the proper approach to Sandys and more than a fev; doubts about 
the iiev/ stress on limited war. 

Concurrently the Navy's spokesmen, primarily its civil 
servants, were developing support in the other departments for 
the Navy's case and bringing indirect pressure to bear on the 
Minister of Defense. Both the Foreign Office and Colonial 
Office backed up the Admiralty's plea for limited war forces 
East of Suez. There is some evidence that the Navy also en- 
listed the Commonwealth Governments in its campaign. During 

Sandys' tour of Asia in the summer of 1957 a number of his hosts 

I 48 

stressed the Navy s importance to Commonwealth defense. In 

August 19-^7 at a Commonvrealth Prime Minister's conference Mr. 

Macmillan \ms llke\irise urged by a number of visiting politicians 

aq 

to reconsider the reductions planned for the Fleet. ^ The 
Admiralty was overlooking no channel for bringing influence to 
bear. 

Another mark of the Admiralty's skill in this environment 
is the manner in which it v/idened the arena of debate. By 
custom the professional military in Britain is expected to con- 
fine its campaigns for policy changes to government channels. 
Appeals to groups outside the Government are considered improper 
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and unethical. Hot^ever, In early 1957 when the fight with 
Sandye was at its peak, it is conmon knowledge that all three 

cn 

Services were straining against these limitations.-^ They 

resorted to a variety of devices ranging from subtle news leaks 

to sponsored conferences. In this game "Pendennis" in The 

Observer labeled the Navy "as the most cunning propagandist of 

ii51 

the three Services. Perhaps the best example was a one-day 

orientation conference held by the Admiralty at Greenwich for 
a number of influential Industrialists. A "Madison Avenue type" 
presentation vras made of the Navy's case for a strong Fleet. It 
v;as v;ell received and drov; a letter to The Times from three 
prominent men, who attended, complimenting the effectiveness of 
the presentation.-^ A year later the RA.F held a similar affair, 
the Prospect Conference, vrhich lasted three days and was consider- 
ably mors elaborate. It drew extensive press coverage and, in 
turn, loud Parliamentary and public criticism for exceeding the 
bounds of propriety. This is rather typical of the Navy’s more 
subdued but more effective approach. 

One cannot help but be impressed ^irlth the Navy's 
performance during this period. There is little question that 
Sandys entered office determined to downgrade naval air power 
and to deemphasize the seagoing forces. In the end the Admiralty 
v&s able to preserve its carriers and to delineate an important 
role for the Fleet, There is little question that the Navy v;as 
more successful than the other two Services in weathering the 
1957 onslaught. Time and Tide referred to this as "The Battle 
of Storey's Gate" and suggested that the Sea Lords should be 
awarded the highest "battle honors" for their victory, This 
was due in no small measure to the 'Admiralty ' s competence as a 
bureaucrat. 

This same feel for the bureaucratic environment was 
v^itnessed in the fight for the new carrier from I960 to 1963* 

The Navy's approach was controlled and lov; pressure, but every 
obstacle was met with a combination of logic, tenacity and com- 
promise. The Navy's leaders were always confident that in the 
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end their arguments would prevail. Hov;ever, eventual success 

Just as in 1957 depended on a carefully waged campaign to develop 

support throughout the government. This entailed the Navy 

scaling doim its demands - eventually to only one carrier - and 

careful management of the negotiations with the Air Force over 

a common aircraft. At the same time it v;as necessary for the 

Admiralty to defeat the Air Force's “island-base" proposal. 

“Throughout this battle the Admiralty alv/ays seemed to know 

,,cA 

just when to push and v;hen to lay back. Again the Navy dis- 
played a remarkable ability to thread its way through the 
Whitehall labyrinth. 

These are only a few examples, but they illustrate the 
Admiralty's talent as a bureaucratic legislator. It has been 
consistently responsive to change in the political environment 
and eminently successful in shaping the Navy’s policy recommen- 
dations to take account of those shifts. It is its performance 
as an advocate v/hich prompts observers such as Snyder to comment: 
“There is little doubt that the Admiralty is the most effective 
of the three Service headquarters. 

It is profitable to consider briefly the sources of the 
Admiralty’s relative superiority in this area. As previously 
noted the civil servants are considered the experts on bureau- 
cratic matters. To then falls the major burden for taking the 
pulse of the other departments, drafting the Navy’s arguments 
in terms acceptable to bureaucrats and for steering proposals 
through the political structure. All the Service departments, 
hov;ever, have civil servants performing these tasks. There must 
be additional reasons explaining the Navy’s excellence in the 
political arena. Fundamentally, the Admiralty’s success in 
this area derives from the fact that it has so successfully 
canltallzed on this expertise, and merged the efforts of the 
civil servants v;ith those of naval officers. There is a re- 
markable harmony betv:een the tv;o groups v^hich “is the envy of 

n‘57 

the other Services. 

There are a nximber of reasons for this harmony. The 
most significant is the organizational structure which carefully 
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integratess civil servants and naval officers in each branch of 
the Admiralty. They work side by side on the vhole spectrum 
of naval problems. There is a constant dialogue between the 
two groups, meshing their vle\fs and bringing their especial 
skills to bear in a coordinated manner throughout the policy 
process. The Permanent Secretary’s position on the Board of 
Admiralty insures that the civil servants as a group are repre- 
sented at the highest level. By virtue of his rank, experience 
and competence the senior civil servant would wield heavy in- 
fluence in the Admiralty no matter what the organizational 
arrangement, but the tradition of collective responsibility 
which governs Board decisions gives him oven a stronger voice 
in policy matters. 

This integrated arrangement is a source of pride to the 
Admiralty and depends on the personal relationships between 
the two groups. There are several favorable pressures at work 
here. The similar common backgrounds of both groups of decision 
makers tends to lubricate the machinery and draw civilians and 
officers together. 

Moreover, the visible symbol of the Navy's spirit is 
the Fleet, and it likewise is a source of strength to the 
A.dmiralty. It unifies the headquarters organization and gives 
both the naval officer and civil servant a single object of 
attention, a single criterion against v^hich to measure recom- 
mendations and nev/ projects. And because the Royal Navy has 
been, over the years, so closely associated with the nation's 
fortunes, the Admiralty assumes that what benefits the Fleet 
benefits Britain, This is the one issue on which there is 
absolute consensus betv/een naval officers and civil servants in 
the Admiralty. Unquestionably it strengthens the Navy's hand. 

Even more Important is the pervasive influence of the 
Royal Navy’s hallov;ed traditions, A deliberate effort is 
made to pass on to ne\-r administrative-class recruits a deep 
feeling for the Navy’s past exploits, customs and sacred mission 
The civil servant adopts his military colleague's reverent 
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approach to ships, Nelsonian traditions, and sea power in 

general. The two groups share a fierce pride in the Fleet. 

Adrairalty civil servants readily admit this, and most insist 

that such attitudes set then apart from their colleagues in 

60 

other departments. The outside observer cannot help but 
stand in awe at the v^ay Britain's naval heritage captures those 
who are exposed to it. It is a spur and Incentive to all who 
v;ork in the Admiralty, and it demands a high standard of per- 
formance. Moreover it serves to promote the civil servant's 
confidence in the officer corps and to develop a shared sense 
of dedication. Air Vice-Marshal Kingston-McCloughry describes 
it v/ith admiration: 

Even today the Admirals often carry more prestige and 
influence v;ith their civil servants and the Treasury than 
corresponds v/ith the G-enerals In the V/ar Office or the 
Air Marshals in the Air Ministry, One reason for this is 
that most civil servants in responsible positions learned 
at school the traditions, glories and pov;er of the Royal 
Navy and this learning still remains inherent in their 
minds , . . These factors are so strong that they still 
influence the Admiralty Civil Servants, even if uncon- 
sciously, when dealing V7ith Admirals. In fact the 
Admirals are very largely masters in control and the 
Civil Servants v/ork with them as servants in great 
mutual trust and confidence . 6 1 

This relationship allo\-7s both to play their proper 
roles and to contribute meaningfully to the decision-making 
process. This same spirit of cooperation is what makes collec- 
tive responsibility in the Board vrork so v;ell. Within the 
Admiralty the various elements argue vigorously for their posi- 
tion, but they confront the outside world with one mind and voice. 



As a Scientist and Technician 
As previously mentioned the Navy has a public reputation 
for conservatism. Right or v/rong, this includes the conviction 
that it has been slow in adjusting to the pace of post-war 
technological advance. The writer’s interviews with non-naval 
respondents elicited frequent remarks to this effect. These 
general charges are vigorously denied by naval officers and many 
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civilians close to the security scene. Both Snyder and Armstrong 
in their v;ork on the British defense establishment concluded that 
this was a distorted imago and that contrary to the popular im- 
pression the Admiralty had demonstrated an impressive ability 
to Innovate technologically, ^ V7hat does this study suggest in 
regard to the ^admiralty's skill in responding to scientific and 
technical developments? 

The outside observer is inevitably struck v;ith the modem 
state of today's Fleet, British task forces bear little resem- 
blance to those v;hich fought World War II and include some of 
the most advanced equipment afloat. The Sea Lords can boast a 
formidable air-borne striking power which ranges the spectrum 
from small tactical vjeapons to A-bombs, a covey of guided missile 
destroyers, some of the most sophisticated anti-submarine ships 
in the world, commando carriers v;ith a helicopter assault capa- 
bility, nuclear submarines and in the near future Polaris 
submarines. 

Unquestionably the Royal Navy has made some remarkable 
contributions to naval technology.^^ It is generally acknow- 
ledged that British hull design and ship propulsion equipment 

are outstanding. The Royal Navy's gas turbines probably lead 
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the world. The three most important developments in the 
handling of carrier aircraft since the v;ar were of British 
origin - the slanted flight deck, the steam catapult, and mirror 

6g 

landing system. All three of these innovations v;ere instru- 
mental in making it possible to send high performance aircraft 
to sea and have been adopted by the U. S. Navy. Likev/ise 
British research on sonar and ASVl vreapons has been both original 

and excellent. In the submarine field they have succeeded in 
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producing some of the quietest conventional boats afloat,^ 
and have done extensive research on propulsion reactors. Such 
facts scarcely suggest an organization which refuses to recognize 
change or to look ahead. ' No doubt it is the results of these 
efforts which inspired Armstrong and Snyder to question the 
popular stereotype of the Royal Navy as hidebound and dogmatic. 
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However, the picture has another side. To say that the 
Royal Navy has made some remarkable technical strides is not to 
argue that it has al^^ays reacted expeditiously or with unusual 
foresight. In fact the post-war Royal Navy has often been 
hesitant to enter nev/ fields until the ground has been broken 
by others. There seems to be a built-in reluctance to conduct 
pure research for its o\m sake or to attempt development of new 
concepts until they can bo firmly related to a tangible military 
requirement. In short the changes in strategic policy do not 
seem to have come from the laboratory, but rather modifications 
in overall policy have stimulated the Navy’s technical progress. 
This can best be illustrated by revic^^ing some of the more 
prominent technical developments, described more fully in 
earlier chapters. 

The first significant post-v/ar example of the Admiralty’s 
halting approach to basic research X'/as its reaction to nuclear 
v;eapons. It is true, of course, that this vrork was being con- 
ducted under the auspices of another department. It is also 
fair to say that the Admiralty in all likelihood could not have 
changed the general direction of the program, nor could it have 
challenged the RAP's pre-eminent position, no matter how much 
Interest it took in atomic v;eapons. Nevertheless, once the 
Admiralty concluded that the Air Force should have first 
priority the RN hovered on the periphery and evinced only a 

r Q 

minimum of interest in the detailed research. Even v;hen 
weapons production commenced, the Admiralty made no determined 
effort to carve out a naval role in the program. The point here 
is that the Navy's leaders v/ere leaving an important area of re- 
search to another organization and exerting very little pressure 
on it to cater to the Fleet's needs. In time the Admiralty ex- 
pressed some interest, and the Atomic Energy Authority did turn 
its attention to tactical A-weapons, some of X'/hich were eventually 
slated for deployment on carriers. Hov:ever, the Admiralty’s 
failure to establish an early foothold in the program weakened 
its bargaining position and delayed the Navy’s entry into the 
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field. It is significant to note that the first atomic v/eapons 

did not Join the Fleet until approximately 1959. Even then the 

Royal Navy did not plan to use atomic explosives with missiles 

or for AS¥. It is perhaps unfair to say that this delay was 

attributable solely to the Admiralty's failure to inject itself 

into the early work, but there seems to be no doubt that this 
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was an important factor. 

An even more significant example was nuclear propulsion. 
The Admiralty expressed an early interest in the possibilities 
of this phenomenon. Admittedly resources v;ere scarce at the 
time, and there were formidable obstacles inhibiting such 
research. Still the writer found a rather surprising consensus 
among respondents, both naval and non-naval, that a vital con- 
sideration here was the Admiralty's apathy. It is true that in 
1948 there \ms some question as to what part submarines might 
play in navies of the future and in the Royal Navy in particular. 
Still nuclear propulsion held considerable promise, although the 
ways it could be used v.'era not entirely clear. It was not until 
1955 when the Admiralty was developing serious doubts about the 
Fleet's future and had witnessed the successful performance of 
the Nautilus that this program was given any intensive naval 
support. In this case the Dreadnoup;ht did not get to sea until 

1963 , eight years after Nautilus, and several years after the 
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first Russian nuclear submarines. This delay not only held 
back general submarine development, but no doubt was partly 
responsible for the A.dmlralty's delayed adoption of the missile 
firing submarine. 

The Polaris story of course follov/s a similar pattern. 
Basie research on ballistic missiles was conducted by the 
Ministry of Aviation, and the Navy assumed the attitude of a 
neutral observer. Although the Admiralty's scientists were 
follov/ing the course of this research, the Navy's leaders could 
not relate it to the Fleet’s major missions. It remained for 
the U, S, Navy to pursue this project and to bring it to fruition. 
It seems scarcely credible to the outside observer that the Royal 
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Navy not only stood aloof from these weapons, but did not see 
fit to complain when the Ministry of Aviation cut back v;ork on 
solid fuel ballistic missiles. This effectively ruled out sea- 
borne weapons, and if any administrative agency in the government 
was to keep this door open it had to be the Admiralty. In the 
final stages it was the Conservative Party's commitment to the 
deterrent v;hich thrust Polaris on the Royal Navy. Then it was 
necessary to turn to the United States for the missiles. 

These are the most prominent examples of the failure of 
the Admiralty to stress basic research and technology which 
would insure its future. The Royal Navy eventually entered all 
three of these areas, but its reluctance to pursue such work 
aggressively without tangible goals in sight meant that it v;as 
consistently behind both the United States and Pdissia in im- 
portant areas. On the other hand the Admiralty has been rather 
prompt to respond to more practical stimuli. The first sophis- 
ticated post-v/ar experimental project initiated was an anti- 
aircraft missile program which v;as launched in This was 

motivated by the fear of high performance aircraft v;hlch v;ere 
coming off the drawing board. Research on the anti-submarine 
problem v/as rapidly accelerated as soon as the Admiralty v;as 
confident that the Russians wore building up their submarine 
force. Again the response lagged the threat, but v;hen it came 
it was positive and vigorous. Once the Fleet Air Arm digested 
its experience in Korea there was a remarkable surge in aircraft 
research which resulted in the carrier developments mentioned 
earlier. In the same manner the Navy’s soul-searching of the 
mid- 1 950’s and after Suoa resulted in some remarkable develop- 
ments in Fleet equipment - commando carriers, assault landing 
ships, guided missile destroyers. Buccaneer aircraft - being 
the most prominent examples. However, these v;ere specific 
responses to explicit challenges and v;ere initiated as a result 
of policy decisions to direct the Fleet's development in a 
certain direction. Throughout the post-vrar period, once the 
Admiralty has acknov:ledged a threat or a need its scientists 
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and ensineers have been more than equal to the task of designing 
weapons and equipment to meet the requirement. Nowhere has this 
been better illustrated than in the nuclear submarine and Polaris 
program. Once the Admiralty elected to enter these areas its 
technical skills proved more than equal to both of these tasks. 

Thus it v/ould appear that there are some grounds for 
the charges of traditionalism that have been leveled at the 
Admiralty. On the other hand, the criticisms have distorted 
the picture. The Admiralty has responded to certain stimuli. 

If it is at fault, it is in its reluctance to sponsor and to 
take a deeper Interest in longer range, exploratory research. 

This conclusion should be read in the light of parameters. 
It is impossible to lift out technical Judgments and examine them 
with no reference to the economic background. As has been re- 
peatedly noted, throughout the 19^5 to 1963 period the Sea Lords 
were operating within severe budgetary restrictions. It was 
necessary to cut back in many areas. It may well be that this 
was the single most important determinant in shaping the effort 
Invested in technical development. It is an irrefutable fact 
of modern life that experimentation requires large expenditures, 
and in military research a G-overrjnent practices parslsmony at 
its own risk. Nevertheless, a great deal of money was spent 
and equipment produced, so this by itself does not explain the 
Admiralty's actions. 

As noted in the foregoing discussion senior naval officers 
presided over the technical departments, and it was through them 
that scientific advice was injected into the Admiralty's policy 
deliberations. It is obvious that the Sea Lords were hesitant 
to divert resources to projects which did not promise to meet 
an immediate and tangible need. There is little question that 
professional military officers, if nothing else, are practical 
men and theirs was, all things considered, a pragmatic approach. 
But their reluctance to engage in fundamental research worked to 
the Navy's and and the nation's disadvantage in the long run. 

Past experience of the Sea Lords no doubt effects 
technical programs. Ship design, propulsion machinery, gunnery. 
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communications, ASW equipment - all items common in the Fleet 
and vrith v;hich senior officers were familiar - consistently 
received support. Moreover, some remarkable advances have been 
made in those fields. As aviators made their \is.y to the higher 
rungs of the command structure, aircraft research and develop- 
ment received increasing support. In this Instance the Ministry 
of Supply (now Aviation) vms responsible for the actual work. 

The Board’s initial post-war attitude was that the Navy was 
merely a customer, and that the Navy should leave the details 
to the MOS. It was soon evident, however, to the men actually 
flying the planes that naval aircraft were not receiving the 
attention they deserved. Models designed for the Fleet were 
always forced to defer to RAF aircraft, v/ere inferior to their 
land-based counterparts and v/ere inevitably delayed in reaching 
the production stage. After several years of dissatisfaction 
the Fleet Air Arm succeeded in changing the Navy's approach and 
moved its ovm people into the Ministry of Supply to oversee 
naval projects. The result was a stronger voice for the Navy 
in the Ministry of Supply and better aircraft for the seagoing 
forces. It should be stressed, hov;evor, that these steps were 

taken only after aviators began to v/ield a strong voice in the 
71 

Board, ' The main lesson here is that the technical programs 
reflect the experience of the decision-makers. 

The conclusion is obvious. There is a need for better 
representation at the higher levels of the technical interests 
in the Navy. The elements besides the line officers with a 
strong voice at the decision-making level are the politicians 
and civil servants, and neither group is equipped either by 
training or experience to supply this need. The Increasing 
complexity of naval warfare has consistently upgraded the 
importance of scientists, engineers and naval officer specialists. 
The number of such individuals employed by the Royal Navy since 
19'^5 has increased dramatically. Many of them hold heavy 
responsibilities. Kov;ever, they still have not gained the place 
in the decision-making structure that the civil servants have. 
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Also, the custom of having ’’line" officers as heads of the 
technical departments has been persistently adhered to. 

From \ 9^5 to 1963 not even the Navy's Chief Scientist 
sat on the Board, The bulk of the Navy's ship -building, 
weapons development, and electronics v;ork is supervised by 
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naval officers specialized in various phases of engineering'-^ 
and a highly competent corps of civilian naval constructors. 
However, none of these has ever been promoted to a top post 
in the Admiralty. None has sat on the Admiralty Board, In 
the early 1950*s a group of the Navy's scientists were pushing 
aggressively for more effort to be put into nuclear research, 
but their arguments v;ere blunted by the time they reached the 
higher councils. Essentially the story was the same with the 
Seaslug missile program, jet aircraft research, and solid fuel 
propellants. It is hard to resist the conclusion that, in our 
time \fnen military success rests so heavily on science and 
technology, that the collective leadership of the Admiralty 
should include at least one or tv;o experts in this area, either 
officers or civilians. This suggestion is not a novel one and 
has received some support among outside commentators. The 
\^riter also found considerable agreement among respondents that 
there v;as a need for such a change. 

One other observation is in order. It is significant 
to note that the Admiralty has performed better in the areas 
where it has control of the research effort, and its own scientists 
are engaged. For example atomic research has always been under 
the Jurisdiction of the Atomic Energy Authority. Similarly air- 
craft and missile development is the responsibility of the 
Ministry of Aviation. There has been a marked reluctance on 
the Admiralty's part to interfere or inject itself into the 
V70rk of these agencies. This can always be rationalized by 
pointing out that these other departments bear the responsibility, 
not the Admiralty. The fact remains, hov/ever, that other agencies 
are not necessarily interested in developing or producing items 
specifically for use at sea. Until the Admiralty asserts an 
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Interest and Invests its ovni people and money it will not get 
the products it v;ants. Britain would not have a nuclear sub- 
marine today if the Admiralty had left it entirely to the 
Atomic Energy Authority. In the end the Navy seconded scientists 
and technicians to Harwell and tooh over the development of a 
maritime reactor. The same v;as true in naval aircraft and 
missile research. It was not until the Admiralty took a de- 
tailed Interest in these programs and injected its o\m people 
into the Ministry of Aviation that it began to get the planes 
and missiles it wanted. 

In the final analysis, no matter what the Administrative 
arrangements, the Sea Lords cannot abdicate their basic responsi- 
bility for the welfare of the Fleet. Only the Admiralty has a 
primary interest in adapting scientific development to the needs 
of the seagoing forces, and it cannot safely depend on other 
agencies to take over this responsibility. At the same time, 
the Goverrmient should recognize the risk v;hen it creates 
departments which conduct development v;ork, but are divorced 
from the users. There are often pressing reasons for such moves, 
such as tighter control and more efficient utilization of re- 
sources. However, the final product to be effective must satisfy 
the consumer. This suggests that both politicians and military 
officers have a duty, which does not alv/ays seem to have been 
recognized in the post-v/ar era, to press aggressively for the 
closest kind of cooperation betx.'oen the Services and such agencies. 
Under no circumstances can the Admiralty abdicate its responsi- 
bility for the advancement of sea-borne ships, planes, equipment 
and weapons. 



As a Strategist 

In the final analysis the most important aspect of the 
Admiralty's decision-making role is its responsibility for re- 
lating sea power to the nation^ s security requirements and for 
devising v;ays to use the Fleet in promoting the country’s inter- 
ests. In the next few pages the study will review briefly the 
Admiralty's post-\irar performance as an initiator of strategy. 
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For the first few iroars after World War II the Admiralty 
experienced some difficulty in adjusting to the changing conditions 
which v;ere plaguing all British life and in finding a suitable 
role for the seagoing forces. However, around the mid-1950'e the 
Sea Lords began to cast aside some of their more traditional 
perspectives, and to fashion a radically new strategic case for 
the Fleet. Today it is generally conceded that the Royal Navy 
has achieved an eminently satisfactory accommodation with the 
post~v;ar military and political environments and that is due in 
no small part to the Admiralty's ability as a strategist. This 
can best be illustrated by some brief references to th© events 
described mors fully in previous chapters. 

The turn in the Fleet's fortunes can be traced to the 
judgment of their Lordships who, starting in th© early months of 
the Sandys regime, gradually directed the Navy av;ay from its 
traditional general war role and elected to develop its limited 
war potential. Hov;over, this rather dramatic change in the 
course of the Admiralty's thinking was by no means a desperation 
move. It v;as the result of some careful deliberation and v;as 
based on a reading of the military and International realities. 

In retrospect there is little question that the Sea Lords 
acted wisely. They predicted that the possession of nuclear 
weapons \rould soon make general v/ar less likely, and correspond- 
ingly enhance the probability of small conventional wars. V/hlle 
various commentators had been arguing this thesis for some years 
the Royal Navy v;as one of the first (if not the first) military 
organizations to face up to this now order and to risk its 
future on what it believed would be an increasing stress on 
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limited vjar and correspondingly a deemphasis of general v;ar. 

The Board, citing Korea and Suez, was confident that British 
naval task forces could still make a meaningful and unique con- 
tribution in this area. In its eyes the nobility of v/arships 
and their capacity to project both land and air power on short 
notice would be a valuable asset for some years to come. Time 
has confirmed this reasoning. 
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This significant shift in naval thinking likewise rested 
on some shrewd political judgments. In the mid-1950’s, a strong 
element in Great Britain argued that the country could no longer 
afford its traditional overseas posture and advocated progressive 
withdrawal from these responsibilities. The Navy’s leaders 
believed that the country would find it extremely difficult to 
abdicate its commitments from Capetoxm to Singapore. They 
further reasoned that the Fleet’s task forces would allow Great 
Britain to maintain an effective presence In the area, while at 
the same time facilitating a reduction of bases, manpower and 
expenses. Again they estimated correctly. Despite some half- 
hearted gestures at v/ithdrawal, treaty obligations, economic 
interests and the desire for international prestige have all 
combined to keep Britain heavily committed East of Suez. As a 
result the Fleet's role has steadily expanded, and the nation 
has xv’illingly committed itself to a maritime strategy for some 
time to come. On the strength of this performance the Navy is 

generally considered "the most, successful of the three Services 

»t7B 

in adjusting to the nev/ conditions of the post-war period. 

However, it is equally true that it X'/as some ten years 
before the Admiralty broke out of the doldrums that follov^ed 
V/orld War II. In fact the transformation wrought in the 
Admiralty’s attitudes towards the Fleet’s strategic role has 
been one of the most interesting aspects of this study. 

The early post-war period x-ras marked by a disturbing 
sense of self-satisfaction and a reluctance to alter the Navy’s 
basic strategic concepts. Throughout these years the Navy’s 
leaders made little effort to profit from the experience which 
the Americans had accumulated in the Pacific or to exploit further 
the Royal Navy’s oxm association \ilth amphibious x-/arfare. The 
Fleet v;as deployed in much the same manner as it had been in 
1939 with the emphasis on Europe’s narrov; seas. The Navy’s 
planners still envisioned a protracted x:ar at sea on the V^orld 
VJar II pattern. The carrier had replaced the battleship as the 
Fleet’s main fighting unit, but otherwise there was very little 
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change in tactical thinking. The Royal Navy’s plans took little 
account of many of the newest developments - atomic ireapons, the 
carrier's potential for attacking shore targets, amphibious tech- 
niques, or the ability of ships to operate without shore support. 
Unfortunately , this meant that the Royal Navy entered the 1950's 
not only x^lth out-of-date equipment but also v;ith obsolete stra- 
tegical doctrines. The failure to exploit fully the lessons of 
World War II would later plague the Royal Navy in both Korea and 
Suez, and defer for over a decade the development of the carrier 
task forces v^hich make up the current Fleet. 

The Communist menace riveted Britain's attention on 
Europe and, in turn, the Admiralty prepared to counter the Soviet 
submarine force. In the eyes of the Sea Lords this threat con- 
firmed their opinion that the next war would Involve a protracted 
struggle for control of the sea lanes. Nevertheless with the 
onset of Korea one discovers a developing awareness of the chang- 
ing environment as other challenges diverted the Admiralty from 
its traditional frame of reference. Korea convincingly demon- 
strated the contribution which the aircraft carrier could make 
to land vrarfare. It was not long before officers returning from 
the Far East were insisting that the Fleet develop a modern 
offensive capability for striking land as well as maritime targets. 
Concurrently , the aviators v/ore asking for a tactical atomic cap- 
ability and supporting the Navy's participation in NATO's Strike 
Fleet. These innovations marked the first halting steps toxirard 
today's carrier task forces. 

These developments were shortly followed by the intro- 
duction of hydrogen v;eapons which literally threw the Admiralty's 
previous thinking into disarray. Faced with vmat it considered 
a genuine challenge to the Navy's future, the Navy's leaders 
commenced a serious reappraisal of the Fleet's strategic posture. 
This resulted in a streamlining of the reserve fleet, the personnel 
reserve, the logistic structure, and the operational forces. Added 
to these efforts the Sues crisis demonstrated once again the Fleet's 
potential in combatting brushfires and set the sate for the 
Admiralty's final casting off of its V/orld War II shackles. 
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In examining the Royal Navy's strategic responses for 
the first decade after the war, the observer is indelibly im- 
pressed v.'ith the slox-mess of change and the Inability of the 
Admiralty to adopt new concepts. Various considerations 
fostered this conservatism and inhibited flexibility. Until 
Korea the Royal Navy v:as hampered by a severe lack of funds, and 
even after 1 950 its appropriations although larger were extremely 
limited. In such a situation there is a tendency to forego new 
schemes, to fall back on existing equipment, and to vralt for a 
better day. Their Lordships aiv;ays had the problem of being 
prepared to fight at the moment as well as looking to the future. 
In addition the first post-war years presented a number of un- 
anticipated problems which both complicated and confused the 
strategical situation. Unprecedented technical advances have 
characterised the military scene since 19 ^ 0 . and made long range 
strategical planning hazardous. Similarly, the fluid interna- 
tional situation muddied the entire security picture and corres- 
pondingly the Admiralty's view of the future. Nevertheless, an 
important factor here was the difficulty in altering the deep 
seated views of the Navy's leaders on the nature of v/ar and the 
Fleet’s role. Rather than anticipating problems the Sea Lords 
v/ere reacting only \;hen some outside force challenged their 
traditional concepts. The Russian submarine force, Korea, Suez, 
hydrogen weapons in turn, prodded the Admiralty into action and 
contributed to the evolution of its strategic thinking. In each 
case, ho\;ever, the Admiralty reacted after, not before the events. 

I suspect that this to some extent is a characteristic 
of all large organizations - government or commercial. Unfortu- 
nately, the military works under some additional handicaps. 

Unlike a business organization vrhich is tested annually x-/hen its 
profit and loss statement is issued, the proof of an army or navy 
is conflict, and between wars the incentive to change often sub- 
sides to the danger level. Similarly, the rigid command heirarchy 
which is designed to direct military operations is not as well 
suited to generating policy changes. In the latter case a free 
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fiov; of ideas and the clash of wills is essential. It is 
difficult to create an environment in v;hich individuals are 
expected on one hand to obey orders unquestioningly and on the 
other to speak their minds freely. To say the least, these con- 
siderations complicate the military's policy-making problems and 
make it necessary to combat constantly the spectre of inertia. 

The remarkable thing , , however , about the Admiralty * s 
post-war experience is that it did eventually shake off its 
dogmatism. Starting in the mld-1950's, it displayed an increasing 
capacity to face unpleasant facts and to cope with them. Today 
it is widely conceded that it has made an effective post-war 
adjustment, and in consequence the Royal Navy enjoys an enviable 
reputation for its strategic innovations. V/hat factors, outside 
direct military challenge, such as Korea and Suez, have contri- 
buted to this transformation? 

First and foremost, British politicians have played an 
important part hero. Mr. Sandys’ confrontation with the Navy 
vras in every sense a genuine challenge to its existence. His 
increased power put him in a position to question the Navy’s 
arguments and to demand a Navy attuned to the nation’s inter- 
national and economic realities. In a sense he served to prod 
the Navy’s thinking just as war or battle would. The Admiralty 
had already developed some self-doubt about its general war role. 
Hovrever, the leadership was reluctant to "rock the boat" as long 
as it continued to receive appropriations 'and v/as not required 
to fight for its policies. Once threatened by outside pressure 
from the Minister of Defense it proved fully capable of meeting 
the challenge. 

Since 1957 the Minister of Defense’s powers have 
continued to increase, and his staff assistance has been expanded 
and broadened. Moreover, these moves have kept the pressure on 
the Admiralty to stay abreast of the times and to support its 
recommendations v;ith convincing evidence. Irrefutably the 
quality of its thought and performance has improved since then. 
This is perhaps the most important lesson which the Admiralty's 
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post-v:ar experience suggests. Military or/^anlzatlons function 
better In -peacetime If they are stimulated externally . The 
politicians (or the Ministry of Defense) cannot be expected to 
do the Admiralty’s thinking for it, but they can perform a 
useful service by acting as catalyst, critic and skeptic. They 
must continually demand quality performance and, in turn, cast 
out those programs v^hich cannot be supported. Huntington in 
his excellent book Common Defense suggests this vrhen he asserts 
that "over the long run, alternating periods of expansion and 
contraction may vrell produce a 'better defense’ than a fixed 
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high-level military effort."' Like any governmental department 
the Admiralty must enjoy an environment stable enough to enable 
it to carry out long term projects. Nevertheless, the Admiralty’s 
post-v;ar history suggests that a military organization requires 
outside challenges if it is to move with the times, and the 
political leaders can to a certain extent provide that challenge. 

However, outside stimulation by itself does not 
adequately explain the Admiralty’s effective adjustment to the 
post“V;ar milieu. All three Services have been subjected to these 
pressures, yet the Navy is generally acknowledged to have suc- 
ceeded better than the others. The v;riter found considerable 
agreement among commentators that the steadily improving quality 
of the Navy’s leadership had accounted in large measure for its 
success over the last decade. The inevitable question arises: 

V/hat accomplished these internal changes? Were they merely good 
fortune, or the result of the system? 

There seem to be a number of internal factors v;hich have 
facilitated the Admiralty’s adjustment. A few pages earlier, the 
harmonious relations between the civil servants and naval officers 
was noted. This state of affairs has not only aided the presen- 
tation of the Navy’s case, but has also contributed to its sub- 
stantive quality. As previously emphasized, the grov/ing inter- 
relation of economic, diplomatic, political and military policies 
has steadily upgraded the civil servant's role. His knowledge of 
economic matters, contacts with the Foreign Office and political 
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astuteness have given him an iaportant voice in formulating 
strategic policy. Again the close v;orking relation of the 
civil servants and naval officers has served to bolster the 
Admiralty's strategic judgment, just as it has its political 
skill. 

Good fortune also seems to have played a hand. In 1955 

v:hen the Navy's prospects Mere at their nadir, a rather remarkable 

flag officer vzas appointed First Sea Lord - Admiral Lord Louis 

Kountbatten. Ke iras destined to lead the Navy through its most 

crucial post-vrar trials. By every criterion he was a most 

unusual leader. Not only had he come from an old line Navy 

family - his father was First Sea Lord before World War I - but 

he v;as a prominent member of the aristocracy with close family 

ties to the monarchy. In addition he had served in a number of 

posts outside the Navy, and assumed high responsibility at a 

relatively young age. During World War II he had for two years 

been the Chief of Combined Operations in vrhich post he sat on 

the Chiefs of Staff Committee. Shortly after being relieved of 

that responsibility he Mas assigned as Supreme Allied Commander 

77 

in the Burma-India theatre. In the latter post he v/as tempo- 
rarily promoted to the rank of Admiral at the age of forty- three 
and had elements from all three Services and the Allied countries 
under his command. After the Mar he served for one year as the 
last Viceroy of India and was instrumental in engineering the 
political independence of that nation. 

Although not overlj’’ popular in some naval quarters, he 
is nevertheless credited x^ith leading the Royal Navy out of its 
post-v;ar doldrums. He brought to the First Sea Lord's post an 
enviable combination of political knoM-hOM, influential connections, 
inter-Service experience, and a mind unusually receptive to new 
ideas. He brought together, and served as a leader for, those 
individuals pressing for the nuclear submarine. He personally 
played a key role in negotiations concerning the Dreadnought 
reactor. In the same manner he sax\' the possibilities of amphib- 
ious v;arfare and set the Navy on this road even before Suez. 
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His political acumen and influence were crucial in meeting the 
Sandys attack and steering the Fleet toward its nev;-found limited 
vrar role. He insisted that the Navy's future lay in closer 
cooperation v/ith the other military branches rather than in 
assuming an independent role. He strove tirelessly to mesh the 
Fleet’s equipment and tactics with those of the other Services. 
Even in the Polaris argument Mountbatten fought hard to project 
the Navy into this field, but ho could not carry the Board. It 
is certainly the general consensus in and out of the Royal Navy 
that his leadership was instrumental in revitalizing the 
Admiralty and the Navy as a whole at the critical point in its 
post-v;ar evolution. His career v/ell exemplifies the value of 
broad experience, an inter-Service viev/point, and familiarity 
with the political milieu. 

Vital as Lord Mountbatten' s leadership indubitably v;-as, 
it is at best only one factor in the Navy's adjustment. The 
.Admiralty structure, although not as responsive as many of its 
critics v/ould like, has nevertheless proved v/ell suited to 
accommodate to long-term change and to transmit pressures from 
the Fleet to the policy-making levels. In interviews where the 
subject was discussed, respondents v/ere in strong agreement that 
the Navy’s leadership in the early post-v/ar years had been re- 
markably conservative and deaf to change. They likev/ise insisted 
that this was not typical of the British Navy, but was more of 
an "aberration"*^^ due to rather unusual circumstances. 

The question immediately arises: v/hat were these 

abnormal conditions? A number of factors seem to be involved. 
Prior to World War II the Fleet v/as composed predominantly of 
surface ships; equipment v/as simple; there was complete agreement 
within the Navy on Fleet doctrine; and for that matter a national 
consensus on the proper role of the Navy. With the onset of 
World VJar II normal administrative procedures v/ere suspended. 
Rapid promotion was the order of the day, and many regular 
officers found themselves in high command at a relatively young 
age. Once the Initial surge v/as completed the entire v/ar was 
fought v/ith essentially the same leadership. 
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Unfortunately, the nature of the Royal Navy's v;artime 
experience did little to alter the thinking of this leadership. 
Prior to 1 938 the Fleet Air Arm had been a part of the Royal 
Air Force and had only been transferred to the Admiralty just 
before the outbreak of hostilities. This essentially meant 
that 1 9“^5 found no career, aviators at the senior ranks. 

Amphibious warfare had been ignored by the pre-war Fleet, and 
unlike the American Navy, the Royal Navy had taken it on more 
as an extra curricular activity. Consequently amphibious tech- 
niques had made little impression on the senior officers. Sim- 
ilarly, the British high command had little opportunity to profit 
from the lessons learned by the Americans in the Pacific - for 
example the contributions made by submarines and an extensive 
fleet train. Essentially the high command emerged v/lth its 
pre-1939 strategic vievrs still intact. 

^'.ccelerated promotions in wartime meant that after the 
armistice officer advancements , if not frosen, were considerably 
throttled down. Many of the v;artime commanders remained in pox^er 
v;ell into the post-war period. This inevitably inhibited change. 
The world was changing, but for several years the Navy's high 
command was not. It v:as to bo some time before the Navy could 
return to its normal administrative patterns and replace the 
leadership v;ith younger blood vhlch had a more adequate under- 
standing of the post-\;ar world. 

Gradually but surely, hov/ever, significant changes v;ere 
v/rought in the personnel and character of the Admiralty v;hich 
brought to the decision-making level fresh perspectives and more 
imaginative thiriking. This transformation \iras v/rought by the 
system which may be hampered by an abnormal situation such as 
that described above, but x^rhich nevertheless assures long-term 
change and under normal peacetime conditions vrorks rather x^ell. 
Officers are frequently rotated betv/een the Admiralty and the 
operating forces. This ensures that the Navy’s many activities 
are represented in VThitehall. Moreover this practice furnishes 
the Admiralty with continuous knov;ledge of problems in the field 
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and a constant supply of ne\i ideas. In short it offers the Fleet 
a channel into the headquarters organization. As the Royal Navy's 
post-v;ar activities have grown more complex and diverse these 
developments were reflected in the Admiralty and eventually at 
the policy-making level. Hopefully, the system allows not only 
for the leadership to transmit its orders and viev/s dovm the 
chain, but simultaneously for pressure gradually to xfell up from 
the lower echelons. Over the long run this arrangement facilitates 
change and revitalizes the leadership. 

This process is best illustrated by the rise of aviation 
in the Royal Navy. In the inter-war years the Fleet Air Arm 
was a branch of the RAF. In 1939, as the result of a major 
defense study, it was transferred to the Na\’’y. Its pilots vrere 
small in n'omber and junior in rank. While the Fleet Air Arm's 

size increased during V/orld VJar II, it v;as still several years 

80 

before naval aviators began to reach positions of prominence. 
Nevertheless, after 19^5 their influence was to increase rapidly. 

By the early 1950's several aviators had attained flag rank, a 
section of the Naval Staff w-as devoted to aviation matters, a 
great many career-pilots v/ere serving in the Admiralty, and an 
aviation Admiral v-ras Fifth Sea Lord. Throughout the mid-1950*s 
the moves tov;ard expanding the Fleet Air Arm's role were not 
only inspired by aviators, but were shepherded through the 
Admiralty, including the Board, by aviators. By the very nature 
of their experience this group brought to the Admiralty fresh 
perspectives, a more adventurous frame of mind, and a receptive- 
noss to new concepts. In addition many of these individuals, 
unlike the pre-war surface officers, had served with other organ- 

O 1 

izations - the RAF, the Ministry of Aviation, the U. S. Navy. 

They had a deep appreciation of the possibilities of air power 
in general, of the capabilities of other military branches, and 
the need for inter-Service cooperation. This v;as a refreshing 
stream of new talent flowing into the policy mechanism. 

In the same manner, although not so obviously, other 
factions and groups within the Fleet have made their influence 
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felt. Although tlie Navy sadly neglected amphibious vrarfare 
after it>s proponents at the junior ranks were continually 

improving their positions and in 't 955 when a new First Sea Lord, 
v;ho was sympathetic to their case, a,ssumed office they greatly 
facilitated the build up of an ci.mphibious capability. Since 
the establishment of NATO the Royal Navy has had officers serving 
x^ith a variety of international staffs, foreign navies, and other 
Services. Gradually this type of talent has been cycled through 
the Admiralty to enrich its deliberations and, in turn, eventually 
to reach policy-making positions. The importance of this process 
can likewise be illustrated in a negative manner. As the pre- 
ceding discussion indicated the Admiralty has been sloxf in co- 
opting scientific and technical talent at the decision-making 
level. This has adversely affected the Admiralty’s adjustment 
to the necessity for basic research. Similarly, the submarine 
force xdnich, in accordance v;ith its ovm desires, enjoys a 
separate administrative organisation has had difficulty in in- 
fluencing policy. Only xfith the advent of the Dreadnought and 
Polaris has it really assumed a strong position in the heirarchy. 
It is interesting to note that the Polaris program is administered 
by an organization physically located in the Admiralty, not in 
Portsmouth vrhere the submarine force has been traditionally 
administered. 

Unquestionably all organisations change ^^rith time, but 
the point to be made here is that the British Navy has developed 
a system which gives time an assist and tends to reflect at top 
levels the character and thinking of the Fleet. In response to 
a more complex world it has diversified the composition of the 
Navy’s top command and given the Board of Admiralty a more diffuse 
personality than it ever had before 1939. This can be quickly 
portrayed by a reference to the last four First Sea Lords. Lord 
Mountbatten (1955-59) was an amphibious expert and had spent 
considerable time in duties outside the Navy, Sir Charles Lambe 
(1959-60) vras a surface ship officer X'/ith an unusual amount of 
staff duty behind him. Sir Caspar John (1 960-63) vjas the first 
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aviator to serve in the post. He had served an extended period 

in aircraft production and development billets rather than 

QO 

operational posts. “ Sir David Luce, the present First Sea Lord, 
is the first submarine officer to serve in the billet. This 
diverse composition is repeated at the lower levels. 

It should be stressed at this point that it is not only 
the rotating representation within the Admiralty which has served 
to facilitate change, but also the Board's practice of collective 
responsibility . This device has increased the number of channels 
of influence and the probability that the major factions and 
opinions \/ithin the Navy v/ill receive a hearing. It facilitates 
the interchange of ideas and the dialogue which is as essential 
to good policy-making in the Admiralty as it is in the govern- 
ment in general. As the Navy's post-war composition has diversi- 
fied it has allox=;ed the Admiralty to take better advantage of these 
fresh currents and vieiTOOints. 

Thus far the discussion has dwelt only on the ability of 
assignment policies and collective responsibility to broaden the 
source of perspectives, ideas and people. The writer has no in- 
tention of claiming that this system is either clairvoyant or 
quickly reactive to changing conditions. All it can do is to 
insure that over the longer run the leadership revitalizes it- 
self and reflects the complex nature of tho Navy as a t/hole. 
However, it seems to have had a bonus effect. Although it is 
difficult to document, more than one respondent asserted that 
the calibre of the individual leader in the Navy had improved 
during the last few years. Without exception they credited this 
to tho increased exposure of the Navy's leaders to a variety of 
stimuli ranging from participation in the political environment 
to the mechanics of nuclear v/eapons. The uniformity of experi- 
ence and viev7s v/hieh characterized the pre-war Navy is gone, and 
this is a change for the better. One respondent phrased it 
thi s way ; 
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Today the avarag® flag officer is head and shoulders 
above his pre-v;ar contenporary, Ke still has much of 
the pre-war training and bachground in him, but he is 
otherwise the product of a different environment, Ke 
has not onlj' had command at sea, but more often than 
not he has brushed up against the scientific community, 
the diplomatic v/orld and the political environment . 

His decisions no longer concern Just military factors, 
but the whole range of militery considerations. In 
addition his confederates now represent a variety of 
views - instead of one standard Kavy line. He has had 
to argue his case in an Admiralty vdiere aviators, sub- 
mariners and destroyer men are constantly in conflict. 

It has given him a broader perspective and made a 
better man out of him. 

It is difficult to test the validity of this statement, but it 
certainly accords ’with my ovm impressions. The very, face that 
the Navy deals with the 'whole military spectrum - air power, 
land pov.’or, and sea power - gives it an advantage in developing 
officers \;lth a broader comprehension of the background against 
v:hich the military operates. At any rate the independent 
evidence - the Navy’s effecLive post-i/ar adjustment - lends 
support to the conclusion that the Navy’s leadership has im- 
proved in quality and is proving itself psychologically adapt- 
able to changing conditions. 



Gone lup ions 



Overall the Admiralty as an organization has performed 
well in the post-war period. This performance must always be 
graded against the background of Britain’s declining world 
position and an unprecedented period of change technologically. 
These changing conditions, political and economic as well as 
military, have severely complicated the policy-making problem. 
Not only have they made some past 'experience irrelevant, and 
'the future more difficult to foresee, but they have forced 
British statesmen and military leaders to make some rather 
traumatic psychological adjustments. It has been not only a 
natter of accommoda'oing to technological and economic pressures, 
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but also to a different political position on the international 
scale of pov;er. In retrospect it is perhaps surprising that the 
Royal Navy has done as vrell as it has both for the country and 
for itself. Admittedly , the Navy’s leaders are basically con- 
servative, and at tines this delays adlustnent to change. “On 
the other hand, the (Navy’s) tradition is such a fine one there 
is a profit element in it as well. The Admiralty would 
appear to have reached a generally ' satisfactory balance between 
the two poles of tradition and change. 

This conclusion should not obscure the Admiralty's 
mistakes, or convey an impression that there is no room for 
improvement. The Admiralty exhibits the characteristics of all 
bureaucratic organizations, and there are lessons to be learned 
from its post-xmr experiencoo These can be summarized as follows 

(1) The Royal Navy like any large bureaucratic organi- 
sation is susceptible to inertia and finds it particularly 
difficult to cope with rapid change. It is unlikely that any 
such organization which is charged not only with policy-making 
responsibilities but also operational and administrative ones, 
can be structured to change direction on short notice. Indeed 
there is some merit in a system vjhich demands continuity at the 
same time it responds to new pressures. Only a judicious push 
and pull between these two tendencies can produce sound politics 
and at the same time allo\%' long term projects to be implemented. 
The danger in the ease of a military organization is that the 
pressures of inertia will completely overcome those contending 
for progress. Generalising from the Royal Navy's experience 
the best insurance against this is outside challenge and stim- 
ulus which tests the organization ' s goals, recommendations and 
doctrines. It is here that the political leadership has a 
crucial role - indeed an obligation - to act constantly as a 
critic, catalyst and Judicious commander. Successful political 
supervision can reap large rewards. No longer can security 
problems be adequately handled from a purely military perspective 
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Thv- professional officers must talie into account the entire 
political spectrum in nahing his recommendations. In turn, the 
politician must assess the military judgments v^hich go into the 
policy process. Similarly, the politician also must be given 
the resources and authority to allow him to carry out these 
functions in a competent manner. 

(2) Ihe Admiralty's employment of civil servants has 



proved eminently successful. They give the Ifevy a permanent 
link v;ith Whitehall, provide continuity, bureaucratic expertise, 
and competent managers for engineering proposals through the 
political maze. However, it is the Navy’s relationships v/ith 
its civil servants v/hich distinguishes the Admiralty from the 
other military departments. This seems to depend primarily on 
administrative ari*angements which integrate the naval officers 
and civil servants throughout the headquarters organization and 
distributes the responsibility bet\;een the tv;o groups. Similarly, 
the Navy’s leaders have gone to great lengths to instill in the 
Admiralty's civil serx^’ants the same pride in the Fleet which 



characterizes officer corps. There is little question that 
these measures have brought the civil servants more closely 
into the Nav^r fold and inspired improved performance. In fact 
from a policy-making standpoint the Royal Nax^j^-’s great traditions 
have probably paid their greatest dividends in this area. 

(3) At the same time the Admiralty's policy of counter- 
balancing the permanent civil servants with a continuous stream 
of officers from the operating forces strengthens the policy- 
making side of the organization. It insures that the headquarters 
organization reflects the general composition of the Navy and that 
there is a channel for the lower echelons to exert influence. In 
essence the Admiralty system provides for long-term change. 

It should be emphasized that this practice insures only 
that the Admiralty v.'ill react to alterations in the Fleet. It 
in no sense guarantees that the Navy will foresee or act ahead 
of time to meet challenges. This remains a prime function of 
the political and military leadership. Mo organizational device 
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can replace competent leaders. This weakness is amply illustrated 
by the period of stagnation which beset the Royal Navy for the 
first fev; years after World War II « Still it is instruct ix’^e to 
note that as the organisation grad.ually emerged from the post- 
war doldrums and fresh blood v;as introduced, the quality of 
leadership has concurrently been improved. There is little 
question that over the last decade the Navy's leaders have been 
more adaptable and skillful in meeting outside challenge. 

(4) The Board of Admiralty X':ith its custom of 
collective responsibility has likexrise met the post-war test 
reasonably well. It brings to bear on policy problems a 
sufficient variety of perspectives and abilities to give policy 
recommendations a high grade substantive content. At the same 
time v;ide representation assures that its decisions embody a 
sufficient consensus to make them viable. This conciliar 
arrangement is tj'-pical of British institutions and in the 
.Admiralty’s case has proved both effective and adaptable over 
the years. Again the prime danger is that some important group 
may not have a voice on the Board. The important lesson here 
is that collective responsibility seems to be well suited to 
making policy decisions, but it is essential that all the im- 
portant interests are represented. This is one area inhere the 
First Lord can wield a tremendous influence. It is v/ithin his 
pov!er to scrutinise continually the Board of Admiralty and to 
exercise a strong voice in controlling its composition and se- 
lecting Sea Lords. The sane inertia which threatens the organi- 
zation as a X'/hole often precludes changes in the Board* s pattern 
of operation, and it may \ 7 ell be that only a detached observer 
can diagnose the difflcult37. 

( 5 ) One thing stands out through the course of the 
entire study, the greatest voice in the higher councils of the 
Navy is wielded by the senior naval officers and the quality of 
the Admiralty’s proposals to a large extent depends on their 
judgment. In short the Admiralty's performance depends greatly 
on the officer corps pushing up high grade leaders. Setting 
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aside the first few years after- the war, the professional 
leadership secns to have been r-enar-hably flexible and to have 
improved consistently \-/ith the passage of time. This speaks 
highly of the Navy's recruiting and training system. At the same 
time, howex'er, leaders in today’s military environment need an 
unprecedented breadth of knowledge and abilities. Throughout 
the post“V;ar period the Navy’s leaders have been faced v/ith 
challenges vmich demanded diplomatic, military, economic, 
scientific and political skills. This problem can partly be 
met by drawing on the advice of experts in various fields, but 
at the same time the quality of the final decisions depends on 
the competence and judgment of the men at the top. It is mani- 
fest from the Navy’s post-war experience that as the Navy’s senior 
officers broke out of the narrow frame of reference v;hich confined 
their pre-viar and Uorld War II counterparts the Navy’s responses 
to post-v;ar conditions correspondingly improved. Today’s senior 
officer is still deeply dedicated to the Royal Navy, but as a 
result of the variegated i;orld in vxhich he has had to operate 
he possesses a wide-range of experience and knowledge outside 
of the strictly naval field. The lesson here is an important 
one. The Navy must constantly be on its guard to see that its 
recruiting patterns, educational institutions, personnel assign- 
ment policies and promotion criteria are geared to the times 
and are producing adaptable officers. It is essential that the 
officer who arrives at flag rank vriil have accumulated the tjrpe 
of knovjledge and experience that is relevant to decisic--making 
in this complex and fast moving age. 
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NOTES 



1. See pp, 39“5“J» 

2. For a brief account of the origins of the traditional offices 
in the A.dnlraity and the Boa,rd of Admiralty see 0. & M. 

150 / 5 /^ 1 > chap, ii. For a more elaborate treatment refer to 
Sir Oswyn Murray, The Admiralty (London: Putnam’s, 1939). 

The reorganization which took effect in A.pril 1965 eliminated 
the title of First Lord, The Navy’s minister is nov7 the 
Minister of State for Defense (Royal Navy), The Board of 
Admiralty has been discontinued and the governing group is 
nov; the Navy Board of the Defense Council, See Cmd. 2097. 

3 . Before World War II all three Service ministers were normally 
included in the Cabinet. During the v;ar Prime Minister 
Churchill assumed the title of Minister of Defense and 
represented the military in the War Cabinet. The reorgani- 
zation carried out in 19^6 formally removed the Service 
ministers from the Cabinet. 

4. It should be noted that if the First Lord is in the House 
of Lords the Civil Lord is intent ionally chosen from the 
House of Commons and represents the Navy in that body. 

5 . When the issue of General Walker and “muzzling" of the military 

Mere receiving so much attention in the United States, British 
officers and civilians were thoroughly puzzled by the issues 
and could not comprehend why Americans Mere so concerned. For 
a British viev/point on civil-military relations see Robert 
Blake, "Great Britain: The Crimean War to the First World 

War," in Michael Ho^;ard (ed,), Soldiers and Governments 
(London: Eyre and Spottisx/oode, 195'f7T”pP« 2?^50 , For the 

historical roots of the British tradition see Cecil Woodham 
Smith, The Reason I'/hy (Nevr York: Dutton, i 960 ). For a look 

at clvil-miircary relations during World War I see Wolff, 
Flanders . 

6. Eckstein points out that ironically the more ambitious ministers 
are, the more likely they may become "puppets in the hands of 
officials," since they depend on them for their ideas, speeches, 
briefings, and all the things that make a minister appear 
brilliant. Eckstein, ?a.t terns , I 60 , 

7 . Lord Hall (1946-51), Lord Cilcennin (1951-56), Lord Hailsham 
(1956-57), Lord Selkirk (1957-59), Lord Carrington (1959-63). 

8. The following Information is taken primarily from the appropriate 

edition of Who ’ s ITho (London: A.dam and Charles Black). 
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17» Hoy Lewis and Angus Maude, The English Middle Classes 
(Kex^ Yoi*h: Knopf, 1950), p. 45. 

18. Armstrong, 65 . 

19 . Ibid . , 66. 

20. There x-;ere two officers in the sample who attended univer- 
sities for a short period under the auspices of the Royal 
Navy. This x;as as a result of a short-lived program after 
VJorld War I to bolster the educational level of a fev; 
plched younger officers. One of these v;as Lord Mountbatten, 
the present CDS. 

21. Unlike the American Service academies Dartmouth does not 
avrard academic degrees. 

22. It is interesting to note in passing that the Royal Navy 
does not publish statistical data on the educational back- 
ground of its officers. I was told that there v;ere policy 
reasons for this, but respondents varied widely on ^^rhat 
they were. 

23 . See Armstrong, 94-105. 

24. Anthony Sampson, Anatomy of Britain (Nev/ York: Harper <§: 

Rov;, 1962 ), p. 251 . 

25 . Before World War II the Fleet Air Arm was part of the Royal 
A.ir Force, and there was a period v/hen those naval officers 
v/ho entered the Fleet Air Arm actually held tv;o commissions 
simultaneously - one in the Royal Navy and one in the Royal 
Air Force, Interview, 

26 . For a writer who agrees with this conclusion see Snyder, 
Folitics , 115 - 16 . 

27 . It t'^as difficult to compile data on war college attendance 
since it was not always mentioned in the press biographies 
or in Who ' s V/ho . and overall figures are not available. 

28 . For a contemporary and humorous reference to the Navy*s 
traditionalism see Sampson, 254-55. He cites the fact that 
the senior Service's tv.ro exhibitions at the Royal Tournament 
in 1961 were "cutlass fighting and hornpipe dancing at the 
time of Nelson, and field guns at the time of the Boer War. " 

29 . First Report , 240. 

30 . McCloughry, Global Strategy , 168. 
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For purposes of this s'c.udy 
sanpio of some tuenty civil 
administrative class, \-iho 
the period under considers 
v/as not as easy to obtain 
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examined a random 
servants, selected from the 
served in the Admiralty during 
tion. Bo.ckground information 
as in the ca.se of senior military 
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.e necessary information was 
obtained in inte'rvieus* Again the writer does not contend 
that his sample mirrors perfectly the Admiralty civil 
servants as a group® There has been a great deal written 
on the British civil service* For full texts devoted to 
the subject sec, H® E, Dale, The Higher Civil Service of 
(London? Oxford University Press, 19421 
The Civil Service: Some Hunan Asnects 
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Franlc Dumiill 

(London: Allen and Unwin, 19~5ol. For a brief but excellent 

presentation of the relationship between ministers and civil 
servants see Eckstein, Patterns , 158-64. 

The executive and elerica.1 classes furnish personnel for the 
more routine tasks and non- supervisory posts; consequently 
the initial entrance stazidards are less rigid than for the 
more prestigious administrative class® 



33. fhe Permanent Secretary of the Admiralty from 19^7 to 198 I, 
Sir John Lang, started his career in the clerical class 
and advanced through all three classes to the topmost 
position in the Admiralty, This is indeed rare in the 
British civil service, but it amply illustrates that 
there is a great deal of opportunity in the civil service 
for exceptional individuals® 



34 . Interviev,'. For a similar opinion see Armstrong, 122-23. 

35 . Ibid . 

36 . hcGloughry, Global Strategy , I 68 , 

37. This accords with the conclusion of all the research on the 
British civil service which this x^riter has seen. 

38 . Bale, 93 . 

39 . It should bo stressed that these are artificial distinctions 
draxni purely for diagnostic pui'-poses. Normally it is 
impossible to separate out political, strategical and 
technical decisions® In the great bulk of cases specific 
responses rest on a variety of considerations which do 

not fit neatly under these headings® There is certainly 
no intention to imply here that decision-makers think in 
these explicit categories. At the sane time I do not 
believe that this device will distort the general lessons 
which the Admiralty's experience offers. 
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40. O.ae intervie\«'e3, a moiilDer of Parlianent, derided the Navy at 
great length for foisting off aircraft carriers on the 
British Governmento He then abruptly switched to the subject 
of Admiralty organization and spent an equal amount of time 
lauding its shill in framing its case and shepherding it 
through the governmental labyrinth. 

41. 6l3 H. G. Deb. 665. 

42. For the exact data so© Appendix II. 

45. Snyder, Politics , 171. 

44. Snyder lihewise interpreted these figures as an indicator 
of the Admiralty's political shill. Ibid . , 170-71. 

45. There is every iiheliliood that as the capital expenses on 
Polaris come due the Nav3!’ will geu an even larger share 
than either the Army or Air Force, 

46. This offensive commenced in earnest in 1955. It should be 
recalled that the nuclear research program was just being 
revived in that year, and the missile destroyers had not 
even been laid doxac. 

47. This is readily conceded by naval officers and Admiralty 
civil servants. See Oboerver , July 28, 1957. 

48. The Times , July 1, 1957. 

Observer Foreign Nev/s Service , August 8, 1958. 

50. This was mentioned in a number of interviev/s. For short 
discussions of the methods the different Services employed 
in circumventing this restriction, see Martin, 31-33; 
Armstrong 103-04; and Observer , July 28, 1957* 

51. Observer , April 7» 1 957» 

52. The Tines , May 22, 1957. 

53. "The Battle of Storeys Gate," Time and Tide , March 1, 1958, 
pp. 246-4-7. 

54. Interview i;ith a civil servant in the Ministry of Defense. 

55- Snyder, Politics , 124. 

56. In fact it is so successful in this regard that it is some- 
times humorously referred to as the only Service department 
run by civilians. 
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57» Interview. 

58 . Tlie \.'ar Office has separate heirarchies of arny officers 
and civil servants* The Air Ministry has a mixed system 
somewhere between the bar Office and Admiralty. 

59 . This is difficult to document, but exiiror.e exposed to the 
Admiralty atmosphere senses it immediately. 

60 . The ’writer v;as conducted on a tour of the Old Admira.lty 
Building by a civil servant. This gentleman's respect for 
the Royal Navy's past W’as implicit in his every statement, 
bhen we cane to the Admiralty Board Room which since 
April 1964 is no longer in use, he spent seme time criti- 
cizing the defense reorganization vrhich had changed many 
of the traditional titles and moved the Board to another 
building. He V7as ever bit as attached to the Royal Navy 
as any officer or seaman, 

61 . Air Vice-Marshal E. J. Kingston McCloughry, Defense: Policy 

and Stratepiv (New Yorh: Praeger, I960;, p. II 8 . 

62 . Armstrong, 94-105; Snyder, Politics , 128-29. 

63 . The Royal Navy has maintained control of its ovm research 
;fith the exception of that concerning aircraft, missiles, 
and atomic weapons. Aircraft and missile research and 
development comes under the auspices of the Ministry of 
Aviation (The Ministry of Supply until 1958). Atomic 
energy research is supervised by the Atonic Energy Authority. 
All Air Force research is done by the Ministry of Aviation, 
and up until 1958 the Ministry of Supply handled the bulk 

of the Army’s research and procurement. 

64. The Royal Navy was the first to employ gas turbines in 
operational v^arships of frigate size or larger. 

65 . For a brief description of these developments and their origin 
see G-arbutt, 34-35. 

66. Noise reduction is important in submarine vrarfare, since many 
submarine detection devices rely on picking up so’unds 
generated by the submarine. 

67 . It should be emphasized again that this study is not comment- 
ing on the efficiency of management or research techniques. 
This is a subject in itself. In the sane vein b. reader could 
possibly quarrel v/ith these conclusions if he compared the 
Royal Navy’s eauipment item by item v;ith the U. S. Navy. It 
is this writer ’"s belief that this is not a valid test. The 
Royal Navy is operating on a different scale of effort and 
has been fulfilling a basically different mission. The 
American industrial base gives the U. S. Navy many advantages 
v.’hich the Royal Navy does not enjoy, and it can hardly be ex- 
pected to compete in every way with its wealthier cousin. 
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68. This is in contrast with the U. S. Navy which evinced an 
early interest in atomic v/eapon research and made a con- 
siderable contribution to the American effort. 

69» I found considerable support for this conclusion among 
respondents. 

70, It is not publicly kno\;n exactly when the Russians commenced 
operating nuclear submarines, but around i960 is the best 
estimate. 

71 , No doubt many commentators i;ould point out that the Fleet 
A.ir Arm has continued to be inflicted with aircraft problems 
right up until the present day, Vfnile the quality of naval 
planes has undoubtedly improved, development and production 
delays have prevented nev/ models from coming into service 
until they are on the brinl'i of obsolescence. However, these 
are problems that plague all three Services. They are by no 
means unique to the Royal Navjr. They are due in part to the 
state of British industry in general and in part to the 
i,uiusual arrangement v;heroby the Ministry of Aviation handles 
aircraft research and procurement for the whole government. 
This is a subject in itself and beyond the scope of this 
study, I am convinced that once the Admiralty recognized 
Its full responsibilities for naval aircraft and moved its 
own officers' into the M03 that the bulk of the problems 
which v:ere limited to strictly naval aircraft disappeared. 

72, In April 1964 when the new defense organization became 
effective the Chief Scientist was included on the Board, 

73* A number of these individuals are flag officers, 

74. Huntington points out that Britain Iss lagged the U, S, 
technologically, but strategically has been more willing to 
adopt nev; strategical concepts than the Americans. Common 
Defense , II8. As to the Royal Navy’s shift toward a 
limited war rationale it is interesting to note that the 

U. S. Navy seems to be following this pattern today in 
regard to its surface task forces. This alone compliments 
the Admiralty’s foresight, 

75. Snyder, Politics , 128. 

76. Huntington, Common Defense , 11 8. 

77* He \rsL3 forty-one years of age when appointed to Chief of 
Combined Operations, 

73, For a fascinating account of the liountbatten family see 

Alden Hamch, The Mountbattens ; The Last Royal Success Storv 
(New York: Random House, 1965")* 
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79 * 



Armstrong uses this term in coumentlng on the Navy’s 
leadership in the immediate post-vrar period, p. 99. 



80 . 



Th 



U» So Navy enjoyed a tremendous advantage here. It 
h^d control of ins ovni aviation activities from the start, 
and in World War II several career aviators reached flag 
ranh. As a result it was only a short time after V/orld 



War II until the naval aviators reached a position of 
ascendancy in mhe U. So Navy. 



8l . Off and o.i from 1944 to 1951 the Royal Na.vy depended on the 
U. S. Navy to supply some of its aircraft needs. This 
required considerable cross-contact between the aviation 
branches of the two Services, and some British naval pilots 
were posted to Washington at various times to conduct these 
negotiations. 



82. For a short but interesting sketch of Sir Caspar John see, 
Sampson, 155-58. 



83 . First Report, 
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CKAFT2R IX 



0VERVISV7 

Traditionally j Britain's security policy v/as designed 
to defend the home islands against attach, to maintain the 
Empire's sea communications, and to insure security and British 
domination in the overseas colonial areas. These objectives 
combined with the United Kingdom’s unique geographical position 
dictated a maritime strategy, and from the time of Q,ueen 
Elisabeth I, until the early 1900’s Great Britain possessed the 
world's foremost Navy. As long as there v;ere no important powers 
outside Europe the Fleet's control of the European narro^^^ seas 
"automatically resulted in a virtuallj’’ world-v;ide command of the 
sea. This primacy was further buttressed by overseas bases 
which flanked every major trade route and facilitated the pro- 
tection of Britain's links wimh the Empire. Similarly, these 
bases and the Royal Navy made it possible for V'hitehall to pro- 
ject force throughout its various areas of interest at time and 
places of its ov.m choosing. All in all it was a most enviable 
arrangement which not only offered nineteenth century Britain 
an unprecedented degree of security, but underwrote the nation's 
remarkable economic and political achievements. 

Around I 890 the pre-eminent role of the British Fleet 
began changing - some w^ould say declining. The t>;entieth 
century witnessed a number of significant developments vAnich 
progressively undermined Britain's world position and in turn 
her traditional strategical posture. As the industrial revolu- 
tion spread to the Continent and overseas, Britain ' s predominant 
commercial position was gradually eroded. Similarly, strong 
centrifugal tendencies developed v;ithin the Empire ’.fnich 
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eventually loe to autonon3r for the colonies. The rise of the 
American and Japanese navios drastically altered the distribution 
of sea power and marled the end of the Pax Britarjaica, Similarly, 
the introduction of submarines, internal combustion engiaes, 
torpedoes, and aircraft were gradually revolutionising the 
nature of \j&r and more to the point the traditional role of 
fleets# 

Hoi/cver, the broader implications of these trends had 
little influence on British thinhing.up through the inter-war 
period# The nation hs,d emerged from horld War I a member of the 
victorious coalition and with burgeoning confidence# The Cro^na 
still commanded at least the formal allegiance of a vast Empire# 
London remained the financial capital of the world# Whitehall’s 
diplomats continued to \-;ield a most respected voice at the 
council table# Britons still rolled on the Fleet to defend the 
homeland, to secure the Suos-India-Australasia lifeline and to 
support the overseas garrisons# In fact the avei'-age Englishman 
continued to thinh in terms of Pax Bricannica and to endow his 
Eavy with exaggerated capabilities# 

It took a second world vjar to reveal the extent to which 
time, technology, and the changing configuration of power had 
had erroded Britain’s historic "rorld primacy# She emerged from 
that conflict in dire economic straits xjith vast ph3'‘sical damage, 
her invisible sources of income depleted and over one-third of 
her overseas investments liquidated# Furthermore, the inter- 
national distribution of power hs.d altered radically, raising 
the United Spates and the Soviet Union to positions of undis- 
puted ascendancy# Militarily VJorld War II x^itnessed the 
phenomenal rise of air po\;er and the end of the British home- 
land’s immunity from destructive attack. Salt t'/ater and a navy 
could no longer insure Britain’s defence or her international 
position# As the post-x^rar era unfolded all these developments 
xrere to require a series of traumatic adjustments# In essence 
British post-XiTar G'Ove.-nmonts have had the xinenviable task of 
pre-#iding over a gradual retreat from Great Pox^er status and of 
making the process as painless as possible# 
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This study has focussed on the impacts of these pressures 
on British naval policy from '■945 to 1963* Like all facets of 
British life the Royal Navy has undergone some rather profound 
changes since German 5 '- and Japan capitulated. It v;as the Attlee 
Goverrmient * s original intention to concentrate on the nation's 
economic rehabilitation and to relegate defense to the background - 
a normal peacetimo procedure. This plan v/as abruptly terminated 
by Communist aggressiveness and the outbreak in Korea. Once 
again Britain %'.'as forced to look to its defenses. 

The Government soon discovered that it no longer had the 
resources to go it alone<> Even when devoting 10^ of its GNP 
to defense Britain vjas still falling behind Russia and the 
United Staues. 'The Government s solution \ms to seek security 
in the military and political strength of the North Atlantic 
’Iveo-tj Organization. In short it linked Britain's defense to 
that of v;estern Europe and turned to an "alliance" strategy. 

This v/as a striking departure from the country's traditional 
maritime strategy and graphically illustrated that the Fleet no 
lor.ger occupied its historic central position in the defense 
establishment. The Admiralty spent the first decade after the 
armistice seeking to formulate a viable role for the Fleet in 
the face of these new circumstances. Needless to say it was 
reluctant to cast aside its general war strategy that it had 
follovzed so long. 

In the Government’s eyes the NATO commitment demanded a 



heavy consignment of air and ground forces to the Continent. 

Not only wars Britain's statesmen hoping to bolster SHAPE'S 
ability to fend off the Soviets, but also to demonstrate the 
sincerity of their commitment and thereby to insure meaningful 
American support for the defense of Europe. Needless to say 
this diverted resources from the Fleet, and, by its very nature, 
the Navy could contribute little to countering Russia's land 
pov:er. Still the Soviet threat v:as not solely confined to 
land. Russia was rapidly expanding its submarine force, and 
the NATO povrers were gravely concerned about the sea communications 
between North America and Europe. Here was an area where the Fleet 
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could contribute;, and Admiralty sot its sights on the 
Russian submarine menace*, 

The formation of AATO i;as followed shortly by the 
explosion of a British atomic weapons and the- Royal Air Force 
soon achieved, at least tcmporai'‘ily , an undisputed ascendancy 
in the defense heirarciiy*, Once the GoverriHcnt became convinced 
that there was no tactical defense against nuclear vreapons, a 
strategy of deterrence scv-med irresistibly attractive - 
particularly since there x-jas seme hope that a deterrence strategy 
might permit cut-bachs in mc.npox:er and conventional arms® The 
turn to deterrence again reduced the' funds available to the Navy 
and its importance in the security picture* Then SACLAIiT v;as 
formed the Americans planned to use NATO’s Strike Fleet of fen- 
sively in the event of a general nuclear conflict, and the Royal 
Navy had hoped to exploit this opportunity to expand its over- 
all signif icanee* Kcx";ever, mhe Ad'_iiralty ’ s ambitions x/ere soon 
frustrated. The introduction of hydrogen weapons, at least in 
British eyes, seriously discrodiecd SACLAlCT’s intentions to use 
naval forces in a nuclear exchange. It no longer seemed con- 
vincing to argue that a Fleet x7ithout a strategic capability 
could play a major role i'm a thermo-nuclear x>;ar* This develop- 
ment iikexrise threx-7 a cloud of doubt over the x-jholo concept of 
a protracted x/ar at sea* Considering the nation’s economic 
difficulties, it hardly seemed profitable to invest huge sums 
in a Fleet xxhich x;as being prepared to meet a questionable 
threat* Uith its basic doctrine losing credibility and as ever 
confronted by severe financial limitations the Admiralty turned 
elsewhere for its strategic rationale* 

Just as the cold xrar has complicated the defense of 



western Turope, the post-x;ar era has presented Gr^-at Britain 
X'ith xinantieipatod proble'ms overseas* The rise of nationalism 
and the spread of Gemmunis'm not only accelerated the retreat 
from Empire, but also threatened Britain's economic interests 
and political influonco in those areas* This, in turn, has 
required a heavy military commitment outside of Europe xrhlch 
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is shouldered in the nain \;ithou.t tlio assisuar.ee of ihe N.4T0 
povrex's. It i/as hore that tho .Idniralty found a convincing 
justification for its nohiio task forces v;hich could project 
both land and air povrsr on short notice. Since’ 1957 the 
.tdniraltjT" has been successful in fashioning effective political 
support for this role and has bent every effort toward obtaining 
the necessary hardvraro. Today tho ITavy has a snail general pur- 
pose surface Fleet v;hlch is prinarily configured to deal with 
United wars and disorders. G-eographically it is concentrated 
East of Sues where tho bulk of Britain’s overseas interests are 
located. Its general ni scion is to furnish a British nilitary 
presence in the area and, if this is insufficient to naintain 
stability and order, to act quickly in suppressing disturbances 
before they can escalate into najor conflict. 

The greater part of the Adniralty’s post-war efforts 
have gone into carving out a viable role for its surface forces, 
hov/evor, today the Fleet has one other significant nission. In 
the early post-war period the Sea Lords willingly assigned the 
delivery of strategic \;eapons eo nhe R.1F and, in turn, abdicated 
from any responsibility for the airborne deterrent. Just as 
the advance of technology had seriously eroded the Navy's im- 
portance, it was ovennuallj/ to reduce the significance of manned 
aircraft. By the mid-1 950's both the Soviet Union and tlie United 
States were seriously experiUo-ntlng v/ith ballistic missiles, and 
the British ^7ere soon to follow; suit. It v/as manifest that, 
as a delivery agent for nucleus* weapons, missiles far surpassed 
manned aircraft both in delivery time and vulnerability to counter 
attack. Once attention turned to such systems the possibility of 
surface chips and submarines carrying deterrent vreapons invited 
examination. Strangely enough, once the -Admiralty had decided 
to emphasise the Fleet’s limited war role, it vre.s reluctant to 
consider a deterrent mission for its men-of-’.far. Nevertheless, 
the Royal Navy w^as to be overtaken by events beyond its control. 

In i 960 the Government cancelled the Blue Streak missile 
v/hich w^as originally intended to replace manned bombers in 
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delivering British nuclear* x/ariieads and contracted with the 
United States GovernniOnt for the Shybolt missile, to be opera- 
tional in the late 'sixties. Escalating costs and the remark- 
able success of the ilmerican submarine launched Polaris dictated 
the cancellation of Shybolt. In place of this abortive project 
President Kennedy offered Prime Minister Macmillan Polaris. 

Being deeply committed to the doctrine of deterrence, the 
nation's political leaders accepted the offer despite the 
Admiralty's reluctance. By 1970 the Hoyal Navy will hxve FBM 
submarines at sea and is expected to carry prime responsibility 



for the British deterrent x;oa,pons zj: 



sm, 



These Polaris sub* 



marines combined with the limited v;ar task forces hair's given 
the Fleet t’wo major missions and restored the Royal Navy to a 
central position in the British d'-fense establishment. 

Examining the post-u-ar period as a whole, it is evident 
that those responsible for British naval policy. Admiralty 
officials in particular, have adjusted rather* effectively to 
altered political, economic, and technical military conditions. 
Theso adjustments have been achieved despite the fact that the 
post-i:ar era has been charaotoriSLjd by an unusual amount of 
instability and uncertaintj’’. Today's Fleet is taking full 
advantage of the many now seaborne equipment and techniques 
which engineering science has made available since There 

is little question that modern naval fov*ces are t/ell suited to 
the two roles vrliich the Adniraloy has delineated for the Fleet. 
The FBM submarine has no peer* as a launching vehicle for nuclear 
ballistic missiles. Similarly, fz-om a military perspective the 
general-purpose carrier task-force is \;ell suited to bring force 
to bear quickly and effectively in a troubled coastal area. Its 
mobility and self-sufficiency are particularly valuable East of 
Sues whore Britain's bases have steadily diminished; where the 
forces available are necessarily limited; where trouble may 



occur* in -i.-idoly spread locations 



British ’oresenee 



must be as politically inoffensive as possible. Considering 
Britain’s 'oost-i/ar limitations such a mission is more realistic 
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from a military standpoint, than a general v/ar role which v;ould 
put the Fleet in direct competition ^ritli Ruseia. 

SX^’en more important, the Navy’s policy adlustments have 
closely corresponded to the prevailing notions regarding the 
role Britain should and can play in international politics. 

Above all the Navy ’ s leaders have had to make a rather trau- 
matic psychological adjustment to Britain’s new position on the 
international scale of pox/or - this is no mean feat in itself. 

In this sector the Admiralty not only has responded to political 
pressures, but has often been an important actor in shaping 
national goals. Tho Navy’s ohill in tiao nuclear propulsion field 
made it possible for Britain to continue its strategy of deterrence 



X7hichs in the eyes of manj/, has 



nhanced Britain’s international 



prestige and influence. 






1 



n'^ategy has likewise 



made it possible for Brat^in po protect its inaerests overseas. 



ana, in a sense, to pro_cr 
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These 



achiexTomento reflect a consitive responsiveness to political, 
economic, and technical reaiiticso I.lien the military is inflex- 
ible and finds itself incapable of accommodating to the changing 
moods and conditions of the nation, it not only v/eakens the 
Government’s external influence, but may very v;ell become a 
source of serious domestic discontent.'^ In short Britain's 
naval policy seems to exhibit the vir'oues often associated wi'th 
most 'public 'policies in the United Kingdom - it has evolved siox-riy 
but constantly, has consistently rested on a broad consonsuc, and 
has ca'naged to reconcile conflicting objectives. 

This is not to say that the Admiralty’s decision-makers 
have had no serious problems. One dominant 'theme of the foregoing 
st'udy has been the lack of sufficient fu'nds to fulfill the Navy's 
ambitions. Throughout the post-x-:ar era the Government has been 
continuously under heavy pressure to reduce the resources allo- 

r.r> ■'i . At the same 'time, 'the Government has 

e doxns i'cs national objectives. Throughout 
'this 'period, successive Governments have attc'mpted to 'play a 
Great Power role hardly justified by the natio'n’s economic 



Gated zo military purpocoo 
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capabilities. 
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Despite th .0 fact txiat poct-var Br-itain has devoted 
considoraoly aoi'o of its GNP to defense than has been traditionally 
custonary, and that the Government has turned to an alliance 
strategy which calls for merging its effort vrith other like 
minded Powers, it has still boon ovcrccmmitted militarily since 
the late 19-^i-O’s. That is to say, commitments have persistently 
exceeded the available military capabilities. In consequence, 
all tnree Services have been hard pressed throughout the period. 
This pressure has been evident in a number of post-war crises. 

In practically every instance \;hero it has been called upon to 
use force the Government has had to improvise, sometimes on a 
large scale - Korea, halaya, Sues, Jordan, Berli.., Kuv;ait, Cyprus 
and Indonesia are cases in point. Fortunately, serious threats 
have not often occurred simultaneously, and Ifhitehall was usually 
able in the period studied to juggle its forces v;ithout serious 
military consequences . 

The basic reality has boon that the major national goals 
are competing for resources. The security establishment not 
only requires money, but al..o crax/s heavily on industries and 
manpower which are needed desperately to stabilize the nation’s 
balance of payments. Like\;ise troublesome has been the Govern- 
ment attempts to provide some sort of military response at every 
possible level of conflict. Originally, it tras hoped that the 
strategic nuclear deterrent, ■'..hich is generally estimated to 
consume bet^joen 10 and 15^ of the defense budget, would permit 
reductions in conventional force levels and the phasing out of 
some traditional v;eapons. This has proved to be Illusory. As 
the nuclear stalemate developed, conventional arms once again 
came to the fore, and today Britain has committed non-nuclear 
forces both to NATO and to cover its responsibilities East of 
Suez. This v;ide spectrum of commitments requires a broad-based 
research and development program \:hich severely taxes Britain's 
limited resources. Similarly, the declining force levels of all 
tlerec Services means that smaller numbers of any particular item 
rnd, correspondingly , makes it impossible to obtain 
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the ecoriomies aeeociatod ^;ith lar*go scale production* All these 
factors aggravate Br-itain's defense problems. 

This has been graphically demonstrated by the Royal 
Navy’s poct~v;ar experience* It v/as primarily the scarcity of 
resources which precluded the Admiralty from attempting to 
fashion a strategic bombing role for the Fleet Air Arm. The 
required investment in carriers and planes vrould have been 
prohibitive. One of the main reasons for the Admiralty’s turn 
av;ay from a general vrar mission was the inability of the Royal 
Navy to match the Soviet and American navies in size. By the 
mid-1950’s it v;as manifest that Britain’s disposable resources 
viouid not permit building the largo numbers of anti-submarine 
vessels and othoi’ types '.;hich would bo required to moot the 
Russians v;oapon for v;oapon or to the ihnerican contribution 

to Nestorn defense. In an off ora to reconcile economic, techno- 
logical and political realities, the Admiraltjr turned zo a limited 
war strategy. It x;as sincerely'’ bv.lieved that this mission would 
be v;ithin the country's financial capacity. From a detached 
perspective it is notable that th>-- Navy’s leaders adjusted their 
thinhing to these limitations in a manner that maximized the 
Navy’s role in British statecraft. This in itself is a tribute 
to the quality of today’s naval leadership. 

At the same time, one still must record 'doubt as to whether 
the political Government has faced squarely the basic problem of 
balancing commitment s and resources , and in the Navy’s case whether 
the Sea Lords can in the long run fashion as effective a Fleet as 
they desire. As has already boon noted the Navy’s limited v;ar 
role and deterrent mission possess considerable political appeal 
in Britain and are consistent with modern concepts of the proper 
use of sea po^;er•, Similarly there is little question as to the 
high quality of RIJ equipment, the shill of its leaders, cr its 
ability to fight. Irrefutably, the Admiralty has made considerable 
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to fulfill their nov; functions. 



norcovor , \;ith the approval of a nev; carrier. Sea Lords have 
succeeded in committing the Government at least in a qualified 



j 



A"! A 



souse to c. naval stnateg^r for cone tine to cone. However, 

tho Fleet's overall strensth continues to be a source of serious 
concern to the Navy's leaders and to many others who follow naval 
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s notice. I-Iany stratogi:.ts would contend that forcos 



available to carry out thes^' n_ceions are inadequate, considering 
the area from Capet O’.^na to £ingw.pore. Ihere is no guarantee that 
forces vrill bo in the right plac<-- at the right tine, and the 
distances in that part of the ’./orld are formidable. Sven more 
disturbing, crises in two locations at once night be beyond the 
Fleet’s capacity to cope at all. There is some merit in these 
argunonts. But considering Britain’s economic circumstances it 
is not realistic to argue for a vast Fleet which can cover any 
number of contingencies. Some rishs must be accepted, and the 
Nav;/’s loaders must resign thomsolvos to the fact that the Fleet 
will alu'-ays be operating at ’’full stretch. Thus far the Fleet 
has proved itself capable of 'meeting the typo of military threats 
which develop on the littoral of the Indian Ocean. There is no 
reason to believe that is will not bo just as adept in the future 
at accomplishing much with little. In this regard it is reason- 
able to onpect that in the ovont of grave trouble the United 
States would extend assistance. This is a constant factor which 
..lleviatcs the necessity for any great increase in British force 
levels. In essence the Admiralty’s overall objectives, v;hile 
involving some rich, nevertheless appear militarily realistic. 

However, the Admiralty is hard pressed to meet oven these 
limited aims and to insure that the Fleet ixill not fall below a 
minimal level in the future. There are indications that this is 

It is too early to predict all the effects 
Claris program v;ill have on the Navy’s limited vrar 
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plans. But thsi"*© is little doubt that it vrill reduce the 
resources available for surface task forces. Even if the 
expenses for the ?BM subnarino force are shared equally by the 
throe Services, as pronloed, this will still consune a sizeable 
portion of the Navy’s appropriation. Polaris i7iil not make it- 
self really felt until 1966 and after, but it has already begun 
to pose personnel problcns for the Adniralty, by diverting a 
disproportionate share of skilled nanpower. Similarly, F3M 
subnarlnes will censuno tine, effort, and logistics support which 
are not taken into account in the appropriations. In fact the 
writer found nany officers and civil servants v;ho v/ere sincerely 
convinced that eventually the Polaris project would severely 
restrict the Admiralty’s plans for its limited surface forces. 

Likewise, the carrier fight of the early 1960’s suggests 
that the Admiralty is heading into other troubled waters. 

Although approval v;as obtained for one nov; carrier, the Treasury’s 
agreement was based on a three-carrier Fleet for the 1970’s, com- 
posed of one nov; and tv;o modorniacd carriers. There is unanimous 
consensus among naval commentators that this vrould be inadequate 
to implement the brush fire role ’:hich the Admiralty envisions. 

Due to the time consumed by maintenance, overhauls and training, 
even today’s ..oven carriers are barely sufficient to keep three 
East of Suez.^ All of the Navy’s fixed v;ing carriers are approach 
ing the end of their useful life. It may be questioned v;hether 
further modernization of those ships is practical. If the Fleet 
is to obtain the next generation of aircraft now in the test 
stage, larger flight decks, more povrerfui catapults, and stronger 
retrieving equipment v;ill be needed. Those requirements may v;ell 
dictate nei; instead of modernized carriers. Aside from the fixed 
v;ing carriers, the commando carriers are also of World War II 
vintage and are rapidly reaching the end of their useful lives. 

In this case perhaps the older fixed v;ing carriers being phased 
out could be converted and modornized, but eventually the 
Admiralty v;ill have to fight for cno or more nov; commando carriers 
Recent experience indicates that obtaining these replacements cay 
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be a prolonsed and difficult procosc. Spiraling costs vill 
continue to play an important part» ’’The cost of replacing an 
obsolete (x;eapons) system terxds to rise anything up to ten times 
faster than the G-ross National Product,"' and t/arships are no 
exception. A carrier today costs over fifteen times as much as 

Q 

one built in the 1930's. Under such conditions the Navy’s 
leaders vill have to fight hard juot to heap the Fleet’s strength 
at '.That they consider its minimtne effective size - much less 
increase it. Altogether, the si^ns suggest that, although the 
Admiralty has achieved a convincing strategic rationale for the 
seagoing forces, further challenges lie ahead. 

"n looking to the future the most appealing solution from 
the Navy’s standpoint is to seek an increase in the total size 
of the defence effort - or at least in the funds devoted to the 
Navy. Hov:ever, this does not seem too promising. The Goverranent 
has setuled on a poliC 3 r ^diich dovotos 7 to 3/hof tho GNP to the 
securl't^r effort, and dospiue tho flood of criticism from .military 
commentators there seems to be a rexther remarkable consensus on 
this policy among all major parties and factions. There is little 
cuestlon that, if Britons yero so inclined, the nation could 
devote more of its limited resources to v/eapons. Koyever, this 
uould rccuire a cut-back in i;;'elfaro and other public services 
and probably an increase in taxes. Not since 1951 has the 
Government seen fit 'co reduce social -v/elfare expenditures in 
favor of armaments. Barring an alarming rise in the temperature 
of the cold yar the Services can hardly expect to increase the 
overall size of the security effort. 

Th.e Admiralty has also found it difi'icult to expand its 
budgen. Since 1957 the Navy’s position has improved steadily 
relative to the fiir Force and Army, but the losses of the other 
t“;o Scrvie..-G seem to have gone to tho liinistry of Defense, the 
llrnistr;/^ cf Aviation, and other agencies v/hich have been absorbed 
_nto the Defense Estimates rath^-r nhan no the Nm^^y Although the 
full extent of this help is still unkno\rn, the Sea Lords v/ere 
allegedly successful in extracting funds from the other Services 
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to suppoi-'t the Polar io conztitncnta Moreover, the Adairalty 
contends that as the RAP's V-bonbcr force is phased, out the funds 
to support it should he transferred to Polaris. Experience 
sussests that hoforo that date the Air Council v.'ill have dis- 
covered other pressing cornnitinents which trill preclude such a 
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an essence the Admiralty cannot count on 



mahing any 



serious inroads into either the Army or Air Force monies. On the 
other hand, tAiile the appropriations of the other two Services 
have undergone considerable fluctuation, the Mavy is relatively 



bettc 



off th 



it any tine sinc^- ". 9 ^ 5 ^ -P the Adniralty can 



succossfully continue to relate ins military mission to the 
Government ' s political gos.l-, it ma37’ very well further improve 
its financial position at tho expense of some other departments. 

Aside from expanding its financial estimates the only 
alternative available to th^- Admiralty, if it finds in impossible 
to reach tho necessary'' force levels, is to reduce its commitments. 
It must constantly reviou’ its miw.sions in tho light of the nation’s 
economic circumstances and try to show that it is giving the 
countrvr value for its investment. Pho fewer the available re- 
sources the more Important it is that the Navy’s performance reaps 
tangible benefits. In Brita.in’s case it is manifest that it 
should net bo supporting military projects which give a question- 
able return. Nith this in mind It Is appropriate to look briefly 
at the Fleet’s two major roles and their alleged utilities. 

Ironically the Navy’s most recenu obligation - Polaris - 
is most vulnerable to criticism. lAnen the Government first 
adopted nuclear deterrence as a basic military policy the pre- 
dominantive opinion both in Britain and America v.'as that it v;as 
a i:lso decision. Uostern defense hinged on tho United States’ 
nuclear lead over the Soviets, and it was naively hoped to pro- 
long that suporiority. The British contribution v.'as enthusiasti- 
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affairs along v;ith the United States and Russia. Today all such 
assumptions are open to serious questioning. 
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From a pur-oly military standpoint, there is general 
agreement on the basic situation. The United States still 
possesses a relative superiority of fission and fusion weapons. 
However, the Soviet Union’s nuclear strength is increasing, and 
the issorican edge is no longer particularly relevant. Both sides 
have sufficient missiles and intercontinental bombers to raze the 
other. Hence the nuclear stalemate. In the case of the Western 
Alliance this arsenal consists of over 1 ,000 intercontinental 

Q 

ballistic missiles and some 1 ,500 to 2,000 long range bombers. 
VJith the exception of tho United Kingdom’s force of some 180 
V-bombers, Western rotaliatory strength is composed solely of 
American forces. Tho British contribution has little military 
impact on the balance of terror. It is simply too small in 
relation to the total oowor involv>..d. This basic fact v^lll not 



be altered by the replacement of the obsolete V-bombers v.-ith 
Polaris missiles. Certainly, tho Z3I-I submarines will give the 
Government an up-to-date weapons systems, vaiich will be relative! 



invulnerable > 



Hov/ever, v;iuh tho entire force deployed on station 
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the Brioish contribution anil be only 64 missiles.*'^ Granted 
this represents a respectable nuclear* punch, but in terms of 
deterring Hussia it is prob..bly insignificant. 

Its proponents insist that the American commitment to 
Europe is not necessarily reliable. ‘ * They contend that Britain 
must possess nuclear weapons to avoid nuclear blaclnnail and to 
give Europe an independent means for deterring a Soviet attack. 
Those arguments have an unrealistic ring about them. To begin 
Xiith thoz’e is considerable opinion that nuclear v;ar is an im- 
likcly contingency ; the Western Alliance, including Britain, 
has boon steadily moving toward this position since the late 
;950’3. Eoreovor, it is not credible that Britain could face 
throat 'Without American support, 
suppose that the British 'irould bo 
tion in return for tho damage sixty- four, or loss, Polaris 
missiles could do on Soviet Russia. In turn it appears unlikely 
that, with tho risks balanced In such a maruier, a determined 
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Krenlir. irould bo deferred. On this point the British C-overnnent 
r.pp-ors to o-sreo. As Prime Minister Mncmillan said in Ottav;a in 
May i9o3‘ '*A Russian nisslle throat against Britain v/ould be so 

colossal that it would be deterred only by the combination of 
United States and British nuclear power. " It would be in- 
accurate to contend shat the British deterrent males no military 
contribution, but at best it seems to be a marginal one. 

British statesmen have been franh to acknowledge that 
they cling to the deterrent primarily to enhance the nation's 
International status and to expand their influence at the con- 
ference table. It is impossible to determine \;lth any assurance 
whether this is so or not. It does appear that Britain's nuclear 
force has raised her prestige in the cy/es of the average man - 
both British and foreign. She hs.- .,c a result established a 
unique relationship with uhs United States and Canada on tho 
exchange of information regs.rding nuclear energy both for warlike 
and peaceful uses. Certainly in uhe mid- 1 950 's wiien the United 
States considered Bombei’ Command's contribution to the Western 
retaliatory forces a significant one, the British Government 
enjoyed a close military collaboration v:ith the Strategic Air 
Command and had some voice in targeting matters. 

Similarly, Britain’s possession of nuclear weapons has 
made her a key figure in the negotiations pointing toward dis- 
armament. Both in the United Rations and elsevdnere the United 
Kingdom has pla 3 ^ed an active role in seeking an effective agree- 
ment. This v;as graphically illustrated in the recent test-ban 
negotiations 'irhlch v:ere carried out directly between the United 
States, tho U.S.S.R. and Great Britain. In fact British leaders, 
due uo their unusual status, have often been able to pose as sort 

[■acilitate agreement bstv/een the 
One might claim that this is evidence of 
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to draw closer to a unified Eurooe. In that event a national 



i 

I 

I 

I 



t 



I 



A20 



nucle-u.r' i'orce (and tho related scientific and technical 
facilities and shills) misht have considerable bargainins value 
to facilitate Britain's entry Into such an arrangenent. One of 
the major objectives of such a scheme is to build a viable and 
credible third force in the v:orld, and Britain could make a 
meaninsfui contribution in this regard. Certainly this is in 
the minds of British statesmen. 

On the other hand there is evidence that Britain h£,s not 
reaped all the political rev:ards she had anticipated \/hen she 
entered the nuclear field. To begin ;;ith the deterrent, to a 
certain extent, is undermining other important national policies, 
dhe G-overnment is solidly committed to attaining a rapprochement 
beuveen the Bast and Uest, and eventually disarmament. Many 
critics contend that Britain's insistence, on remaining in the 
nuclear f.old threatens the strategic balance beti;een American 
and Soviet forces, increases the opper-tunitios for catalytic 
war, and severely complicates disarmament negotiations. Moreover, 
by maintaining her ot;n small atomic forces Britain may very well 
be encouraging other European nations to seeh a similar indepen- 
dence, further obstructing an eventual agreement with the Soviets. 
These arguments have furnished the motivation for examining means 
of putting Britain's nuclear xroapons under the control of the 

1 g 

Alliance. As yet, however, nothing has come of these schemes. 

Purthermore , what evidence is available suggests that 
although Britain has fashioned an enviable relationship with the 
United States it has not gained the voice in world affairs it 
desires. In the Suez crisis of 1956 President Eisenhower, after 
careful deliberation literally made it Impossible for them to 
complete the takeover of the Canal. Significantly , vJhitehall 
was informed but not consulted by Washington prior to the Cuban 
ultinat'cm of 1952. There is a general consensus that in direct 
confrontations between the two "super poi.’ors" where the full 
might of Imierican power might possibly be brought into play 
Britain can hardly count on having an influential voice - whether 
cm* non she possess nuclear weapons. Clearly, this is hardly what 
British statesmen hoped to achieve. 
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In the final anal3rsis the significant question is one 
of priorities. The argunents for maintaining a deterrent capa- 
bility seen to offer a few revrards in terns of international 
prestige and diplomatic leverage. Realistically or not, they 
are regarded as a simbol of Great Power status and as a relevant 
instrument for conducting foreign policy. Discarding nuclear 
weapons v;ould be an important political retreat. Such a step 
v/ould require major psychological adjustments as v:ell as material 



ones. 



?heso considers.tions would be more nersuasive if Great 



Britain v;ere not so hard pressed economical!}'’. Ko'wever, in view 
of the British economy’s v;oll kno’.rn limitations it may v:ell be 
difficult to justify the capital expense vdiich the Government is 
preparing to invest in Polaris. However, before reaching this 
conclusion, the deterrent should be compared v.dth the other 
demands on the Nav3''’s resources. 

The Fleet’s other mission is to act as a police force 
in the overseas areas v/here Brltai’n previously had colonial 
interests. Despite the post-v;ar ■•/ithdrawal from Empire and the 
steady loosening of Commonwealth bonds, the Government has in- 
sisted on maintaining a military pretence East of Suez and has 
retained its traditional responsibility for maintaining order 
in this area, as in the case of deterrence, V/hitohall’s motives 
are complex involving a mixture of political and military con- 
siderations. Formally the Government contends: (l) that it has 
vital political and economic interests in the area which require 
stability; and (2) that it can make a unique contribution to 
\s’orld peace by policing the unstable areas East of Suez. These 
tv;o objectives require scrutiny. 

It is true that Britain still has extensive economic 
interests throughout the littoral of the Indian Ocean. British 
subjects retain important investments from Malaya to South Africa, 
and the B’ritish economy is heavily dependent on oil from the 
Middle Ea-t. In addition, Britahn carries on an important trade 
with the Commornxoalth and her former colonies. Unquestionably , 
stability and order work to Britain’s advantage throughout tho 
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area. Ko'u’'o\’’er5 vhen British statosacn comment glibly about the 
nation's inter-ests East of Sues thoy are talking about more than 
commerce and investments. Although the direct political ties have 
been severed, there is little question that Whitehall is striving 
to preser\’'e or fashion some sort of special relationship vfith its 
former colonies which x/ill allow it to retain oolitical influence 



in the 



-^rer 



If successful this will help to preserve Britain's 
unique place in the international community and enhance its pres- 
tige accordingly. In short the G-overrsaent is attempting to make 
the retreau from power as painless as possible. 

It is entremoly difficult to determine \rlth s.nj accuracy 
how relevant military force is to these objectives. But the 
evidence suggests that it doos play an important part. Practi- 
cally;" every colony \;hich has gained independence has continued 
to rely at least temporarily on British assistance. For example, 
one of the conditions governing the use of the Singapore base is 
that England will provide external defense for the Federation of 
Malaysia. Similarly, the Commonu'ealth, SEATS and CENTO states 
have consistently complained when mho British Government contem- 
plated cut-backs in the Fa.r Eastern naval forces. In the recent 
disturbances in Abadan, Aquaba and Kenya hhite-hall was explicitly 
aske-d to intervene, although those \;ore internal security matters. 
Kuwait x.^as a case whore the Croms was tied by agreement to a 
former colony's defense, and v;as specifically requested to come 
so the local government's assistance, hhile there is no guarantee 
thae this 'type of assistance v;ill reap permanent rewards, experi- 
ence thus far indicates thau it Mill allow Britain at least to 
prolong its influence East of Suez. 

Ho \v ever, the Government does not base its case for naval 
task forces solely on national interests. It further contends 
that the main danger to peace and to the VJestern Alliance is nou 
likely to come from a direct confrontation between East and host, 
but rather from local wars in the nevuy developing areas vdiich 
attract Communist attention and threaten to escalaue into major 
conflicts. Again the formal argument covers various unstated 
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Tl'.er-e _s doubtless sorso rationalization here. In other 
v;ords British statesmen have \viiat they believe to be solid 
reasons for diverting forces from MATO and are aracious to frame 
their case in a marnier vhich v;ili mahe this policy more palatable 
to their Allies, Similarl^^s- "i’^e Government vould prefer to de- 
lineate a unique role for Britain vithin the framev/ork of the 
Western Alliance, rather than merely contribute forces to the 
defense of Europe. This i;ould qIvq Britain greater latitude for 
independent action, a stroniicr voice in MATO, and enhanced pres- 



tige 



At the came time it furnlohes Britain’s overseas forces 



v;ith a more acceptable rationale than strictly national goals 
can SUPPI 3 !'. The Government is constantly accused of practicing 
imperialism in a new form. 3y linking its overseas responsi- 
bilities to supra-national cblectives it can hope to remove some 
of the stigma of this charge. 

But despite the fact that Britain stands to gain in a 
number of v;ays, there is still a great deal of merit to the basic 
argument. The free 'iforld is discovering daily - in Latin America, 
Africa, the Wear Es.st, Viet Mam - ohat political unrest, civil 
’ear and local conflicts are fertile ground for Communist sub- 
’/ersion, and ..old the seeds for a potential conflict betv;esn 
Russia or China and the West. The British have witnessed this 
in Kala^^a, C^gprus, Kenya and arc presently faced with such a 
prospect in the Indonesian crisis. As a result of their colonial 
background and their post-war experience maintaining order in a 
variety of trouble spots, British militarq/’ forces may be excep- 
tionally qualified to shoulder a brush fire role East of Sues. 

While many of the M.ITO countries remain unimpressed with 
non-European problems, it is manifest that the United States has 
come to recognize the danger that lurks in the unstable areas of 
the world. It is equally clear that Britain has American encour- 
agement in policing the Indian Ocean area. Although the Pentagon 
has considered seriously extending its commitments to the Indian 
Ocean it r.as never felt it possible to do so. U. S. Forces are 
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d. Both .America’s political and military leaders 
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are happy to sec Britain attempt to fill this gap. They have 
given their blessing to the British policy while being fully 
a.ware that it is detracting from NATO„ This suggests that 
Britain has been at least partially successful in integrating 
its overseas mission v;ith the thinhing of its Allies and in 
acquiring a larger voice in the Alliance. 

7 rom a purol3'’ military perspective, U. S. recognition 
of she importance of t 2 ie underdeveloped areas has opened up nev/ 
avenues for cooperation boevrecn the American ilavy and the Royal 
Navy. Nor a number of years the former has pressed for a fleet 
to be deplo3/ed in the Indis/n Oc-can. T>.e British naval commit- 
ment has relaxed the pressure on iss American counterpart, and 
has facilitated a worhablo di'vision of tho o\'-erall security 
mission bet^reen the tv;o navies, llore significa.ntly the U. S. 

Nav3!- has gradually adopted the British limited war doctrine. 

As Polaris boats come into service Secretary licNamara has decided 
there is no longer a requirement for the American carriers to 
support SAC in its deterrent role. In essence, the U. S. surface 
task forces will be primarily configured for limited wars and 
brush fires, ;just as their British equivalents are today. This 
has brought the equipment demands of the tv;o navies closer- 
together. It may well lead to an even greater exchange of infor- 
mation, equipment and doctrine than prevails today. The RN*s 
adoption of the Phantom aircraft is a major step in this direc- 
tion. In the past, NATO governments have had difficulty practic- 
ing genuine Interdependence , yet there is every reason to believe 
that these two navies can successfully achieve this goal. The 
financial advantages to Britain can be significant, as witnessed 
by tho -imerican reactor purchased for Dreadnought and the Phansom 
aircrai't contract. 



It is 
value depends 
tliG-less, this 



alvjays difficult to weigh competing missions whose 
so heavil3/ on intangible political goals, Never- 
anal3'sls suggests that if in the future the 



Admiralty is forced to look for further expedients its limited 
'v.ar role I'^romises the nation more return for the money invested. 
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In the Ions nun Britain 's comnitnents on the periphery of the 
Indian Ocean accord with tho nation's conception of the role it 
should pla 3 r, and at the sane time offer tangible prospects of 
enhancing Britain's international position. Just as important 
there is an undeniable security challenge in the overseas areas 
which it is to the free v^orld's advanta.ge to meet. Britain can 
make a vital contribution in this regard. As opposed to this 
the overall value of the nucles.r deterrent i;culd appear to be 
dubious. Probably it has enhanced the Brite.in's position some- 
what, but at best it has been a marginal utility. A country 
faced by severe economic problems should demand more of a 
return on its investment. 

Certainly the abandonment of nuclear weapons vrould release 
funds vhnich could be profit.:.bly employed else\;here. In the Royal 
ha\’’y’s case it vrould also free soroljr needed manpower, and 



facilities. The capita 
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aeod for the four nuclear 



submarines is £300 million, irrcspcctivo of operating costs. Just 

one-third of this impressive figure '.rould go a long ways in 

assuring that the Fleet could adequately meet its policing 

responsibilities. Ironically th.j Admiralty's unofficial position 

from the late 1950's to Nassau was that the country would be 

better advised to disca,rd her deterrent policy. However, now 

that the Navjr is heavily involved in the Polaris program and a 

large segment of the officer corps has a vested interest in its 

success, there is some evidence ths.t support is building v:ithln 
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tho Nav 3 ^ for deterrence. This could be unfortunate in the 

long run. The Fleet's limited war role can continue to be viable 
and effective only if the Admiralty believes in it and is willing 
to fight for it. No other group can assume this responsibility. 
Still judging from the experience of the last decade the Navy's 
leadership is fully capable of adjusting the Fleet to the 
country's goals and making whatever painful accemmoi^tions new 
conditions msg^ dictate. There is everj'’ prospect that the Roj'-al 
Navy ’Sill continue to play a significant role in British security 
policy and the defense of the free world. 



CHAPTER IX 



NOTES 



1. Sprout, New Order of Sea Power . 283 . 

2. For a comparison with previous peacetime expenditures, annual 
defense costs between I 89 O and 1938, with the exception of 
World War I, averaged 3^ of the G-NP. 

3 . For example France's defense policies have been a source of 
serious difficulties since World War II. The Army's dissatis- 
faction v;ith Government goals and inability to adjust to the 
national mood v;as an important contributory factor to the 
fall of the Fourth Republic. 

4. This expression is taken from a recent article by Vice-Admiral 
B. B. Schofield v;hich briefly describes the status of the 
current British Fleet and laments its overcommitment. "At 
Full Stretch," U. S. Naval Institute Proceedings , April 1965, 
pp. 36 - 45 . 

5 . This includes five fixed wing carriers and two commando carriers. 

6. It would be easier to modernize an older carrier to serve as 
a commando carrier than as a fixed vring carrier, because the 
former do not require heavy flight decks, catapults, and 
much of the sophisticated equipment that is essential for 
operating modern day Jets. 

7 . Denis Healey, "The Opposition View; A Fresh Look at Priorities," 
Defense; A Financial Times Survey . March 23, 1964, p. 13 . 

8. Raymond Blackman. "The Change in Sea Strategy, Ibid . . p. 46, 

9 . For detailed figures see Institute for Strategic Studies, 

"The Military Balance 1964-1965," (London: 1964). 

10. It is very unlikely that all four would be at sea at once due 
to the necessity for overhauls, maintenance, and replenishment. 

In addition one must always take into account the possibilities 
of misfires, malperformance , human error, and enemy counter- 
action. All these factors would further degrade the British 
contribution. 

11. Not one military man Interviewed agreed v;ith this. It seems 
confined to politicians and some non-governmental commentators. 

12. Cited in Healey, Financial Times . 13* 

13 . Interestingly enough this was essentially the position of the 
Labor Party prior to its election to office in 1964. 
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14. For a contemporary comment on the advantages of Britain 
buying American military aircraft see Mary Goldring "V«'hy 
Must F-1 1 1 Replace TSR 2?," The Illustrated London Mev:s , 
April 17» 1965, pp. 1-3. This article discusses the next 
generation of fighters v;hich v;ill come into service in the 
early 1970*s and estimates that Great Britain will save 
over £300 million by purchasing the American F-1 1 1 rather 
than developing its ovm TSR 2. This despite the fact that 
considerable monies have already been invested in the TSR 2. 

15» This came up in a number of Interviev^s with naval officers 
and Admiralty civil servants. As a general statement the 
retired and older officers v;ere opposed to the nation having 
a deterrent. However, many of the younger Individuals 
appeared to favor strongly the Royal Navy's Polaris program. 
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APPENDIX II 



1 2 

^location oi' Eex'ense Estimates Manpower 1946-1964 

(E-Estiinates in millions^ %-^ercentage of total;) 
(M_Manpov;er in thousands) 





Navy 


Array 


1946/47 


E 


255.00 


682.00 


d 

/o 


15.3 


40.9 


M 


492.8 


2,950.0 


1947/48 


E 


196.70 


388,00 


% 


21.9 


43.3 


M 


192.6 


1,210.0 


1948/49 

E 


153.00 


305.00 


% 


22.1 


44.0 


M 


145.0 


534.0 


1949/50 


E 


189.25 


304.70 


% 


24.9 


40.1 


M 


144.5 


415.7 


1950/51 


E 


193.00 


299.00 


% 


24.7 


38.3 


M 


140.0 


376.0 


1951/52 


E 


278.50 


428.80 


% 


24.6 


37.8 


M 


138.2 


433.2 





3 


4 




Ministry 


Ministry 


Air Force 


of Supply 
(Aviation) . 


of 

Defense 


256,00 


474.00 




15.3 


28,5 




760.0 


— 




214.00 


100.30 




23.8 


11.0 




370.0 


— 




173.00 


: 61.00 


,60 


24.9 


8.8 


.2 


261.0 





— — — 


207.45 


57.75 


.71 


27,3 


7.6 


.1 


224.9 


— 




223.00 


65 ,00 


.82 


28.6 


8.3 


.1 


202.4 


— — — — 


— 


330.50 


81.5 


12.2 


29o2 


7.2 


1,2 


237.8 


— 


— 



4 

Ministry 

o£ 

Public 

Works AEA Total 

1,667.00 

100.0 

4,202.8 



899.00 

100.0 

1,772.6 



692.60 

100.0 

940,0 



759.86 

100.0 

785.1 



780.82 

100.0 

718.4 



1,131.50 

100.0 

809.2 
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Navy 


Aj-my 


Air Force 


1952/53 


E 


360.30 


556.50 


467.60 


% 


23.8 


36.7 


30.8 


M 


145.2 


446.7 


270.8 


1953/54 

E 


364.50 


581.00 


548.00 


% 


' 22.5 


35.3 


, 33.4 


M 


U5.6 


448.4 


277.1 


1954/55 


cl 


367.00 

22.6 


561.00 

34.2 


537.00 

32.7 


M 


133.8 


446.9 


265.1 


1955/56 


E 


347.00 


484.00 


540.40 


% 


22.6 


31.5 


35.1 


M 


128.4 


437.0 


258.2 


1956/57 


E 


351.00 


479.00 


517.50 


% 


22.7 


30.8 


33.4 


M 


122.1 


4O8.O 


242.6 


1957/58 


E 


316.15 


445.50 


506.15 


% 


22.3 


30.0 


33.1 


M 


116.0 


375.2 


227.9 


1958/59 


E 


339.40 


441.40 


474.55 


% 


23.2 


30.1 


32.3 


M 


106.6 


328o4 


191.0 


1959/60 


E 


370.70 


441.35 


492.80 


% 


24.5 


29.2 


32.5 


M 


101.6' 


303.9 


173.2 
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iiLniatrx^ 



Ministry ^ 

of 

defense 



% nistrv ^ 

d £ 

Public 

Works 



AM 



Total 



III08O 

7.3 



17.30 

1.4 



1,513.50 

lOOoO 

862.7 



123 o75 
7.4 



19o51 

1.4 



1,636.76 

100.0 

871.1 



151.00 23.90 1,639.90 

9.1 • 1.4 100.0 

845o8 

147.50 18.30 1,537.20 

9.6 1.2 100.0 

823.6 

185.00 16.20 1,548.70 

11.9 1.2 100.0 

772.7 

197.60 17.63 1,483.03 

13.3 1.3 100.0 

719.1 

193o35 16.75 1,465.45 

13 o 2 1.2 100.0 

626 oO 



191.80 17.48 

12.6 1,2 



1,514.13 

100 oO 

578.7 
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Ministry"^ 


Ministry 

of 














of -Supply 


of 


Public 








Navy 


Army 


Air Force 


(Aviation) 


Defense 


Works 


AEA 


Iota! 


1960/61 














E 


397.50 


487.45 


529.46 


198.85 


16.57 






1,629.83 


% 


24.5 


29.9 


32.4 


12.2 


1.0 






100.0 


M 


97.8 


264.3 


163.5 


— 


— 






525.6 


1961/62 










18.63 








E 


413.20 


506.90 


526.67 


190.20 






1,655.60 


% 


25.0 


30.6 


31.8 


11.5 


1.1 






100.0 


M 


95.3 


231.3 


158.2 


— 


— — — 






484.8 


1962/63 
















- 


E 


422.27 


523.92 


552.15 


204.30 


18.42 






1,721.06 


% 


24.5 


30.4 


32.0 


11.9 


1.2 






100.0 


M 


94.3 


202.7 


148.9 


— 


— 






445.9 


1963/64 












146.66 




1,837.70 


E 


440.96 


491.03 


503.20 


230.47 


19.98 


5.40 


% 


24.0 


26.7 


27.4 


12.5 


1.1 


8.0 


.3 


100.0 


M 


95.8 


190.6 


143o8 


— 


— 




— 


430.2 


1964/65 












165.58 


6.80 




E 


496.20 


525.41 


503.80 


274.96 


25.97 


1,998.54 


^5 


24.8 


26.3 


25.2 


13 a7 


1.3 


8.3 


.4 


100.0 


98.2 


189.9 


136.1 


— 




— 


- — 


424.2 



^The sources for these data were the various Defense White Papers 
and associated statistical data. The budgetary estimates are 
those given in the annual Defense White Paper and do not in- 
clude supplementary estimates except for the years 1951-53 when 
those amounts v/ere sizeable (due to the Kprean V/ar) and were 
actually noted in the succeeding year’s White Paper, They 
likewise have not been adjusted to talce account of U, S, 
grants in aid, 

p 

The manpower figures are the niomber of men and women actually 
in uniform at the beginning of the British fiscal year, April 1, 



^The Ministry of Supply was deactivated in 1959* Its research 
and development activities concerning aircraft, missiles, and 
electronic equipment were taken over by the newly created 
Ministry of Aviation. The allocation of expenditures v/ithin 
these two agencies among the three Services is not published. 

^Amounts for the Ministry of Public Works and Atomic Energy 
Authority were not included as separate items in the Defense 
Estimates until 1963 and thereafter, 

^These figures are estimates, rather than actual figures, and 
were taken from the 1964 Statement on Defense, 
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